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PREAMBLE 
This document is one of three volumes prepared during the course of the 
Social Housing Impact Study. This publication contains detailed responses for 
every question in each of the four questionnaires for the four groups of 
respondents. These are not presented in comparative form; each section is 


devoted to one of the four respondent groups. 


Another volume, the “Social Housing Impact Study", contains the study 
purpose, a literature review and references, a detailed methodology and the 
data from the questionnaires. The data from the questionnaires are presented 
in group form; that is, the responses to the same or similar questions for the 
four groups of respondents are presented in the same tables. This makes it 
easier for the reader to do his/her own comparative analysis of the response 
frequencies. Chapters on comparative analyses and discussion, conclusions and 


recommendations are also included in this report. 


A third publication is also available. Pte is tt led “Social: Housing 
Impact Study: ereetents: Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations”. This 
report contains only a brief overview of the methodology and demographics of 
the study participants. It also contains the comparative analysis and 
discussion of the three groups of neighbours’ findings as well as a summary of 
the municipal non-profit housing residents’ responses. Conclusions and 


recommendations are also presented in this report. 
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APPENDIX A - MUNICIPAL NON-PROFIT RESIDENTS 


il) 


iv) 


v) 


vi) 


Letter Introducing Study 


Follow-up Letter 


Questionnaire 


Thank You Letter 


Findings 


Tables 
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The Social Plannin 
& Research Counc cirenitonsne ost 


155 James St. S., 6th Floor, Hamilton, Ontario L8P 3A4 Telephone: 522-1148 


i) Letter Introducing Stud 


Dear MNPH Resident: 

The Social Planning and Research Council of Hamilton and District is 
conducting an impact assessment of non-profit housing in the Hamilton area, a 
project fully funded and supported by the City of Hamilton. 


As a resident of non-profit housing in the Hamilton area, your views and 
opinions are extremely important to this study. In order to give you an 
opportunity to participate in this study, one of our research assistants will 
be contacting you shortly to arrange for a personal interview with you. 


This interview would be arranged at your convenience (evenings and 
Saturdays if necessary), and would involve about an hour of your’ time. 
Speaking to one of our research assistants would give you an opportunity to 
fully express your views about non-profit housing, as all of your answers will 
remain anonymous. 


If you have any questions about the interview, please feel free to 
contact me at the above address or phone number. We look forward to meeting 
with you. 


Sincerely, 


Research Coordinator, 
Social Housing Impact Study 


A United Way Member Agency 


The Social Plannin 
& Research Counce «ianitorena ieve 


155 James St. S., 6th Floor, Hamilton, Ontario L8P 3A4 Telephone: 522-1148 


ii) Follow-up Letter 


Dear MNPH Resident: 


We have previously sent you a letter informing you that the Social 
Planning and Research Council has begun a study of non-profit housing. As a 
resident of such housing, your views are important to the study. 


To date, we have either tried to telephone you at various times during 
the day and evening, or when there was no phone number, we have tried to 
contact you through a personal visit. We have, as of yet, not been able to 
reach you. 


If you would like to participate in our study, please contact me at 522- 
1148. We look forward to meeting you very soon. 


Sincerely, 


Research Coordinator, 
Social Housing Impact Study 


A United Way Member Agency 


lii) Questionnaire A- 
SOCIAL HOUSING IMPACT ASSESSMENT: RESIDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 


WA 


INTERVIEW TIME: 

A. Housing 

As part of this study, we are interested in finding out about what you think 
about your current housing. The following questions will help us to determine 
your satisfaction with your present housing situation. 


1. a) Can you tell me, how long have you lived in this unit?__.  _e 
(DON’T 1 - (3 Months (3) Ss 7 #onths: tod vear (5) Si =} 2evears (8) 
ASK) 2 - 3-6 Months (4) 4 - 1-2 Years (6) Awther, specify 


b) Do you think that you will be living here at this same time next year? 
Yes 


No 


2. Which of the following were you provided with when you moved into this 
unit? (Put check mark on the line if item was provided) 

(ASK) Refrigerator (3) 

Stove (4) 

Adequate Flooring (5) 

Laundry Facilities (6) 

Parking (8) 

Air Conditioning (11) 


3. How satisfied are you with the following things in your building? 
Are you satisfied 
with the . .. Very Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied 
A. Outdoor Landscaping 3 4 5 
Paint (Int. or Ext) 4 5 
C. Cleanliness and 
General Maintainance 
D. Effectivenes of 
Indoor Heating 
E. Toilet Facilities 
Fe Flood Contras 
G. Odour Control 
H 
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Rodent Control 
Insect Control 
Air circulation in 
the building 
ke Uapdtaty of Electricity 
L. Hot Running Water 
M. Drinking Water 
N. Supplied Appliances 
Garbage Disposal 
Laundry Facilities 
Play Areas 
Parking Space 
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4. a) Do you know how this building is heated? 


Lesvs..2) 
No... (If no, go to Question 45) 
CASK) Cif yesoi Howe: So. pigass (3) 
TD) Se eet 4)) 
_ = WElOCUrIC ity (5) 
re, WOE  yIS DEC RY i) ae ee yg eee eee 
b) Do you control the temperature in your own home? 
VOSA RV OS eg HOW o.oo eeas, tat ee 
WOW NO ee eee 
(If no) Who looks after the temperature 
COUPON Ge o° Sets ce eee en ee oe ee 
5 a) How dor.vousdispose of Garbage in these tindts? © 9 505 ee ee eee 


TES) ee 
Nc. ae (If no, go to Question 6a) 
(Tivyes) Does) this bother your Tn janyuwaycees 4 Se eee eee ee 


6. a) Have you ever had a problem with rodents (mice, rats and the like) in 
this building? 


TiS Weare 
No ____ (If no, go to Question 7a) 
b) What Kind Of preblem was 2b? 5 oo te een ae eee 


c) How was this problem solved? 


7. a) Have your ever had a problem with insects/bugs in this building? 
Yes 


No ~... MIf no, Go to Question 3) 


b) What kind of problem was it? 


c) How was this problem solved? 


Some of your neighbours may have small pets in their homes. Has this 
ever presented a problem to you? 
eck eae 


No . If nos go fo Guestion 9) 


on 
fat) 
a 


b) (If yes) Can you please describe the problem to me? 


a) Have you found any construction defects in this unit? 
VCS: tre. 
No Cli nosego te-Question 10) 


c) Did you contact anyone about that? 
Yes 


e) Have these been fixed? 
VGCee. sre 
No _... If no, go to Ouestion 9g) 


f) When were they fixed? 


a) Have you heard about construction defects in your neighbours’ homes (in 
the same complex)? 


(esi... 
| No” ©. 2. ey Glirno, go) to Question, 1h) 


b) What were they? 


e) Have these been fixed? 
VOSo ce ell ft) Ves. oo. tonouestion ita) 


f) Why do you think these items have not been fixed? 


a) How would you describe the general condition of the unit when you first 
moved in? (Probe re: plaster on walls, paint on walls, windows - do 
they open; do they have screens, stairs, security, locks, chains, 
deadbolts, etc.) 


A-6 


b) Would you say that the unit is in better, worse or about the same 
condition right now? 
Better (3) 
Worse (4) 
Same Condition (5) 


12. a) Have you tried to personalize the unit in any way since you moved in? 
Yes 


No — It no, go to duestion 12b) 


b) (If no) Why not? 


13. How would you rate the adequacy (in space) of the following in your unit 
right now? 


Excellent Adequate Inadequate 


Kitchen Space 
Bathroom Space 
Dining Space 
Private Space for 
Yourself 
The Layout of Unit 
Storage Space 
Closet Space 
Bedroom Space 


GCC c 
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14. Have you ever experienced a problem with the following since moving into 
your home? 


A. Noise (levels either from outside or inside the building) 
Lest seen 
No - . (If fo, Go to Question 145) 


(If yes) What was the nature of the problem? 


How was the problem solved? 


A=7 


(If yes) 


‘ ee, 2 Sede, Ra Sai are, 


OW Was tie —PROULEN SOIVEd, 0 2 
C. Dealing with Neighbours’ Children 
Veg ee. 
hor Se (fe no go tovtuestion 14d) 


(If yes) What was the nature of the problem? 


How was the problem solved? 


D. Vandalism ve 


(If no, go to Question 14e) 


(If yes) What was the nature of the problem? 


ow was the problem solved? 


PeeGra tick esha em 
a: woe. Ao orto: Question 14 t) 


(If yes) What was the nature of the problem? 


ow was the problem solved? 


F. Over-crowding yes; 2 e 
in the ma aa ee SOA Lh io =o: to dues tiene 14g) 


(If yes) What was the nature of the problem? 


ow was the problem solved? 


. Management Tes ee 
eae 2. ATHnG, Go to Ouestion 15a) 


(If yes) What was the nature of the problem? 


G) 


ow was the problem solved? 


a) Would you say you found it in any way easy or difficult to adjust to 
this location when you first moved here? 

Easy (3) 

Difficult (4) 


DW MOULC VOUMSa VL alle) oto. SA oe to a Re ge kk 
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Did any members of your family find it easy or difficult to adjust? 


Have you made any changes to the outside of your unit since moving in? 
Ves o>. 
No _ (lf no, go to Guestion 178) 


At your present stage in life, how would you describe your present 
housing needs with respect to physical space and environment? 


Does living in this unit meet those needs? 
Yes ___—ss—sd(UCF-:« yes, go to Question 19a) 
Nite ee 


Some people refer to their place of residence as either “my home", “my 
apartment" etc. What do you usually call the place where you live? 


A-9 


b) How do you feel when you hear your home being referred to as non- 
profit housing? (Non-profit housing refers to any site either built by 
government or the private sector specifically designed to meet the 
needs of people who require affordable housing. This often includes 
subsidized units or the offering of lower than market value rents.) 


20. Would you say that living here is generally a positive or negative 
experience? sae ROS tive: 405) 
Negative (4) 


21. It has been argued that people can be affected by the surroundings they 
live in. If you could identify one effect your current surroundings have 
on you, what would it be? 


B. Transportation 


We would like to ask you some questions regarding transportation. We are 
interested in knowing anything you can tell us about your ability to travel 
from place to place within the city. 


1. We would like to find out about services that are available in your 
immediate area. Can you please tell me what distance the following 
services are from your home and whether you find them accessible or not? 


(1 Loss 3 Easily Difficult 
Block Blocks Blocks Accessible To Get To N 
4 5 6 


A 


WN 
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Grocery Store 
Convenience Store 
Your Family Doctor 
Pharmacy 
Elementary School 
High School 
Hospital 

Your Dentist 
Department Store 
Recreation Centre 
Park 

Laundry Facilities 
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What is the name of the grocery store where you do your major grocery 
shopping? (more than $20.00) 


b) What street is that on? 


A-10 


3. a) How often would you say you do major grocery shopping for your family? 
(where you spend more than $20.00) 
____ Once per week (3) 
(ASK) ____ Once every 2 weeks (4) 
Once per month (5) 
Other, specify (7) 


b) When you go grocery shopping, how do you usually get to (name of 
grocery store above) and home again with your groceries? 
(DON’T Walk (3) 


ASK) ____ Drive (respondent) (4) 
Se Bus (5) 
____ Someone else drives (6) 
Taxi (8) 


Other, specify (7) 


4. a) If you had to pick up milk, bread or anything small like that, where 
would you go? 


b) What street iis that ion? 


c) How do you usually get there? 


(DON’T ____ Walk (3) 
ASK) ____ Drive (respondent) (4) 
Bus (5S) 


Someone else drives (6) 
Child goes to store (8) 
Other, specify (7) 


5S. a) At present, do you have any children who are attending school? 


les Aas 
| NO > Ef nop ae to Glestron ce) 


How many of your children attend school? 


b) Is that elementary or high school or both? 


___. Elementary School (3) 
_ High School (4) 


SAB O.C ies) 
c) How do they usually get to elementary/high school? (More than 1 answer 
ie. Wal Reale) permitted) 
(DON’T ie eAP IS OCHS Recta} 
ASK) ~ ss Schoo) Bus. (5) 
(= levee Someone Drives (6) 


Gther, specify (7) 


| (If bus) How close would you say the bus stop is to the 
l Elementary School 
| 


High School 


6. How often does your family use public transportation? 
(DON’T ss Daily (3) 
ASK) ____ Once a week (4) 
Once a month (5S) 
Only when necessary (car repairs etc.) (6) 
Peso UCN etre CC ri Vie) fie eB Ge es el ee Se 


Never (8) 


7. a) How close is the nearest bus stop for the bus (Jackson Square) going 
downtown from your home? 


8. a) How would you rate the bus service scheduling in this area on a scale 
of 1 to 10, with one being very poor and ten being excellent? = __ 
b) Would you say that bus service should be changed in any way? 
Yes __ 
NOs seetee Witeron oo io. DUesT 1 Oni) 


(If yes) How? 


9. Has living in this neighbourhood affected your ability to get from place 
to place in the city? 
ean ot 
No ____ (If no, go to Question 10a) 


Rte oo melee NRL ee RE Age me eee tg OO Ole BOS, ye ees ee 
10. a) Do you find that living in this particular area has had any effect on 
lifestyle? 
Yes 
No 


b) Why or why not? 


£04 ee) 
Pele ae) 
b) 
c) 
d) 


hel ee 


Has there ever been a situation where living in this area has been a 
problem for you with respect to getting someplace? 

VES =e 

No . (lf moe gocte Question 11a) 


(If yes) Could you please describe that situation to me? 


Is there a car available for your family’s use? 


Yosu. ae 
Na 2.2 Cl fenos, go-to. Section) 
Oo you or any member of your family own that car? 
Yes 
No el Dfoneyeeorts Section 4c) 


Is there a parking space available for that car? 


EOS ma wies 
Nor. EDF ono, Go ‘to Section ©) 
(If yes) Would you say that the parking space is adequate in size? 
ese 8 ATE ves, adoto Section c) 
No 


C. Social Support 


Moving into a different location may affect an individual’s relationship with 


people 


they are close to or lead to the development of new friends. We are 


interested in finding out whether your move into this unit has had any effect 
on your ability to maintain close contact with others. 


boa) 


b) 


When you first moved into your home, did any of your neighbours come to 
welcome you into the neighbourhood? 

Ves: 2 ae 

No). (Tf fie, go to Question 1c) 
If yes, do you still keep in touch with them? 

Yes 

No 


(Lino): Why enates (it fe) 2 Cee ee i ee eee ee 
If new neighbours moved into the area, would you go over to their home 
to introduce yourself? 

Yes... J) “CIF yes, 66: to: Question 2) 

No 


(If rio) Why not? 


Nh 


Cd 


“J 
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a) Are-you aware of any neighbourhood clubs or Organizations where you 
live? 
TeSe. 
No: ££.) st ines Gorter Question 3) 


Do you ever have casual conversations with any of your neighbours? 
WES Oe 
No _ “Clio go tootduestion 4) 


(If yes) How often would you say this happens? 


a) Do you know the names of the neighbours who live on either side of you? 
Yes 
No 


b) How many of the families in the neighbourhood do you know by name? 


a) Do you visit your neighbours in their homes? 
Ves £6.83 
Now ooo) (if no, ce to Cuestion 5b) 
(If yes) How often would you say that you visit any of your 
neighbours? 


b) How many of your neighbours have you ever invited into your home? 


Do you and your neighbours ever exchange or borrow things from one another 
such as recipes, books, tools or dishes? 

MOSt essa 

No 2 VIC to ngG, to Question =) 


(If yes) What kinds of things have you borrowed from your neighbours? 


Do you and any of your neighbours go to movies, picnics or other things 
like that together? 

ese: Ae 

No _ (If no, go to Question 8) 


A-14 


7. (If yes) How often would you say that you do things of this sort together? 


8. If you were holding a party or get-together, how many of your neighbours 
would <VoueinVite? © .° os 08 et eee a ee ee 


9. How many of your neighbours have ever talked to you when they were worried 
GF asked: for your <adVice Inrany Way (a. . 0. eee) eee ee ee 


10. If you have children, do you and your neighbours ever babysit for one 


another? 
We Ste ees 
No _... (If no, go: to Guestion 12) 
N/A ____ (9) 


11. If you had a problem, do you feel you could talk to one of your neighbours 
about it? 
Yess. >. UCL yess -gouta Nilest tone) 
No 


12. Would you say that some of your neighbours are amongst your closest 
friends? 
TCS) Bale 
No _ CIf ho, "90 to Question 13) 


(If yes) About how many? 


13. a) Since moving into your home, do you still keep in touch with your old 
neighbours where you used to live? 
ae oe 
No 95>. P Tf eS corto testi an ala) 


b) How would you describe your relationship with your old neighbours? 


c) How do you usually contact your old neighbours? 


2. Phonel<s) 
(DON’T 6, WESEE GAY 
ASK) _... better (5) 


Other, specify (7) 


13. d) About how often do you contact them?.. 
e) Would you say that your relationship with your former neighbours has 
changed at all since you moved? 
Pesan. 
No ____ (If no, go to Question 14a) 


14. a) Do you have any close friends (other than neighbours) that live on the 
mountain? 
Yes 
No "2 © AP ino, 90 “to Question 14d) 


b) How often do you see them? 

Once a week (3) 

Once every two weeks (4) 
Once a month (5) 

Other, specify (7) 


c) Has moving to where you are now affected your relationship with your 
friends in any way? 
Veg ea 
Nove Pre it no, go toruuestion 15a) 


GO TO QUESTION 154A 


d) How often do you see your friends? 
Once a week (3) 
2 times a week (4) 
Once a month (5) 
Other, specify (7) 


e) How is this contact usually made? 
Phone call (3) 
Visit (4) 

betten (a) 

Other, specify (7) 


14. f) Has moving here affected your relationship in any way? 
15. a) Do you have parents, brothers, sisters or other close relatives living 
on the mountain? 
Yes... Alf yes go £0: Question §5b.c) 
Nor 3. 
Gifsno) “Where odo. they ii Ve caieeewees eaten ea eee ee ene a a 
b) How often do you speak to any of these relatives listed above? 
____ Once or twice a week (3) 
____ Once a month (4) 
(ASK) so... Only son special, occasions (5) 
___ Seldom or never (6) 
no Pally (8) 
c) How do you usually contact them? 
__ Phone (3) 
Je N ISLE (4) 
(ASK) lee etter 45) 
f- “UERER PeSPE CITY ocls/)- Saket, alee ener nn nals eee 
16. a) Would you say that you are in touch with some members of your family 
more often, less or about the same since moving? 
____ More Often (3) 
___. bess Often (4) 
___ About the same (5) 
EL he ern erie a enn She SNe Ne OC 
D. Stigma 


FOR RGI ONLY 


me 


Living in non-profit housing may affect different people in different 
ways. The following statements may describe how living in non-proft 
housing has affected some people. After I read each statement, I would 
like you to tell me if you always feel that way, sometimes feel that way, 
or never feel that way. 


Always Sometimes Never 
a. Living in non-profit housing has 
helped give me a positive 
outlook on life. 3 4 5 


A-17 


Always Sometimes Never 
b. Without non-profit housing it would 
have been difficult to provide a home 
for myself and my children. 3 4 5 


c. Living where I am now has made it 
difficult to maintain close contact 
with my family. 5 4 5 


d. Even though other people know I live 
in non-profit housing, they treat me 
like everyone else. 


GW 
> 
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e. People in the neighbourhood resent the 
fact that the government is helping to 
make housing affordable for me. 3 4 5 


f. Having affordable housing makes it 
difficult for me to feel part of the 
community. 3 4 5 


g. Living where I am is so far from the 
grocery store, school, and other things 
I need. 5 4 5 


h. Living in this unit makes me feel 
so isolated and alone. 3 4 5 


i. Other people who live in this neighbour- 
hood have come to accept us as part of 
the neighbourhood [people in the 
non-profit housing complex] 5 4 5 


j. Living in non-profit housing gives me 
a sense of security. 3 4 5 


k. I feel a strong attachment to my home 
and neighbourhood. 


60 TO QUESTION 3 


CU 
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FOR LEM ONLY 


a Living in non-profit housing may affect different people in different 
ways. The following statements may describe how living in non-proft 
housing has affected some people. After I read each statement, I would 
like you to tell me if you always feel that way, sometimes feel that way 
or never feel that way. 


Always Sometimes Never 
a. Living in non-profit housing has 
given me a positive outlook on life. 3 4 5 


b. I wish that there weren’t any 
subsidized units in this complex. 


GW 
> 
toa) 


c. This non-profit housing has provided 
a home for me and my children. The 
government should build more of it. 3 4 5 


d. Because we pay rent we should have 
our complaints or concerns taken 
seriously. S 4 5 


e. Even though people know I live in 
non-profit housing, they don’t treat 
me any differently. 3 4 5 


f. Because living here is a temporary 
measure, I don’t like to tell people 
where I live. 


UA 
LS 
on 


g. Living in non-profit housing gives me 
a sense of security. 3 4 5 


h. Living where I am now is so far from the 
grocery store, school and other things 
I need. 3 4 5} 


i. I feel a strong attachment to my home 
and neighbourhood. 


GO TO QUESTION 3 


CW 
> 
wn 


3: a) How would you say your building looks from the outside to people 
passing by? 


AHL? 


b) How do you think other people would describe your building from the 
outside? 


c) Some people in the neighbourhood may have their own ideas about what 
people in non-profit housing are like. If they were asked to describe 
residents of non-profit housing, what do you think that description 
would be like? 


e) Would you say their description or ideas about residents of non-profit 
housing would be fairly accurate? 
Yes 
No 


Would you say, in general, that other people in the neigbhourhood accept 
or reject the existence of non-profit housing in this area? 

Accept (3) 

Reject (4) 

Don’t Know (10) 


a) Would you say that, in general, living in non-profit housing has been a 
positive (good) or negative (bad) experience for you? 

Positive (3) 

Negative (4) 


RGI_ ONLY 


6. Now I would like to read to you some statements about how looking for 
affordable housing may make someone feel. After I read each statement, I 
would like you to tell me if you always feel that way, sometimes feel that 
way or never feel that way. 


Always Sometimes Never 
a. Having affordable housing has given 
me greater self-esteem/confidence. 3 4 § 


b. Living in non-profit housing makes 
me feel guilty because the government 
is helping me find affordable housing. 3 4 5 


c. Living in non-profit housing gives me 
an opportunity to have housing like 
everyone else. 3 4 5 


d. Living in non-profit housing makes me 
feel frustrated because I have to rely 
on the government’s assistance to 
obtain affordable housing. 3 4 5 


e. Living where I am now gives me 
opportunity to live with other people 
who are in the same situation as myself. 3 4 5 


f. Living where I am now makes me feel as 
if I will never get ahead in life. 3 4 5 


g. Looking for affordable housing makes me 
angry because finding a place to live 
1S So hard: 3 4 5 


h. Living in non-profit housing helps me 
feel like part of the community. 5 4 5 


i. Living in non-profit housing makes me 


feel different from other people in 
the neighbourhood. 


GO TO QUESTION 8 


CG 
> 
La) 


LEM ONLY 


8. Now I would like to read you some statements about how looking for 
affordable housing may make someone feel. After I read each statement, I 
would like you to tell me if you always feel that way, sometimes feel that 
way or never feel that way. 


Always Sometimes Never 


a. Having affordable housing has given 
me greater self-esteem/confidence. : 4 5 


b. Living in non-profit housing forces me 
to live with people who aren’t like 
myself. 3 4 5 


c. Living here has been a good way for me 
and my family to get a good start in life. 5 4 5 


d. Since living here is a temporary measure, 
I am willing to overlook small things 
that bother me. 3 4 5 


e. This unit is so well constructed that I 
do not think of it as non-profit housing. 


GW 
> 
on 


f. The rent I pay is not much lower than 
other units I have seen. I don’t know 
why I call it "non-profit" housing. 


CU 
> 
on 


g. Because finding an affordable place to 
live is so hard, they should build more 
units like this. 3 4 5 


h. After living here a while, you can tell 


which people live in the subsidized units 
and which ones don’t. 


;GO TO QUESTION 8 


A 
> 
wn 


a) Would you say that most people support or are opposed to locating non- 
profit housing in their neighbourhood? 


oO 


bewhy do you Lhink they would feel that-waye° 5)" 8)... 


c) What do you think could be done to maintain (if support above) or 
change (if opposed above) their ideas? 
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9. Do other people’s views about non-profit housing affect you in any way? 


10. If changes could be made to other people’s attitudes about non-profit 
housing in any way, what change or changes would you want to see happen? 


E. Demographic Section 


ft. Sex: epee  TMalerts) 
Female (4) 


2. In what year were you born? 


(DON’T noe  d5e=] 20 (3) fo naw 16 beaed SOUS) 
ASK) eee ie lt = oe G4.) eee sh6y = 50511) 
me 2622 SOS) tLe be 60 G2) 
tae.) Oleses) oe) eee Gol ec 65a ts) 
Je S6- = 40348) 
3. What is your current marital status? 
____ Never Married (3) ____ Separated (6) 
(ASK) ____ Widowed (4) ____ Divorced (8) 
Remarried (5) Married (11) (include living 


together) 


4. What was the last grade or level of schooling you completed? 

No formal schooling (3) 

Some elementary school (4) 

Completed elementary school (5) 

Some vocational school (6) 

Completed vocational school (8) 

Some secondary school (11) 

Completed secondary school (12) 

Some college (13) 

Completed college (14) 

Some university (15) 

Completed university (16) 
undergraduate degree _____ (17) 
graduate degree ____—‘ (118) 


5. a) Which of the following categories best apply to you? 
____ Full-time homemaker (3) (Go to Question 6a) 
____ Full-time worker (4) 
w=... Part-time worker “(S) 
Weta y Ce Ob WO te COVOlbdOf we. ee SP) Bl OL) oo) Se fo 
c) How many hours a week does that involve? 
6. a) (IF MARRIED [include living together]) Is your spouse currently 
employed? 
dos Se 
No ___ (If no, go to Question 7) 
b) What kind of work does your spouse do?_ sss titi itistitisti‘(NCNCtC(t((C((#C(CC#N 
Cyuls that sfull onspart-tine? 
_... Full-time (3) (If full-time, go to Question 8) 
tere Part-time (4) 
d) Haws many hours a weekedoesathat. involve? .. =. 
7. What would you say is the main reason that your spouse is not currently 
employed? 
(ASK) Cee enelonessen os) 
2 eld-oFF C4) 
____ Full-time homemaker (5) 
____ Spouse could not find suitable work (6) 
Pe CO Leia SPeCrnhy Cre. a pent. Teak Owe ee OO wl od 
8. a) Are there any children living in the home now? 
Yes oo 
No» 5... 1 f nb, go to Question 9) 
Dy RHOWEman edhe “avid With YOuUl. ©. ooo 8 ee ese 
c) What are their ages? (Specify years or months) 
Chataeds = 2... Chatd a) = Child 7. |. 
Gipieitinse - Se Childe 2. 
Chiles oo o.2 Cede iene eo 
d) Do you have regular day care for your child(ren)? 
Tone Ko 
No (If no, go to Question 9) 


PO: 


es 


ea 
Se 


Lap) 
~~ 


fa) 
— 


Where did you live before you moved here? 


Was that a house, apartment or townhouse? 


cases? 


Where were you born? 
Canada (3) (Go to Question lic) 
Other, specify (7) 


How long have you lived in the Hamilton area? 


FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
fe RGR) 
LEM (4) 


-... Single parent: (Ss) 
_ Multiheaded family (4) 
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TIME INTERVIEW COMPLETED: 


The Social Plannin 
& Research Counc siienionaedsne 


155 James St. S., 6th Floor, Hamilton, Ontario L8P 3A4 Telephone: 522-1148 


AnW2n 


lv) Thank You Letter 


Dear MNPH Resident: 


I would like to thank you for taking the time to express your views about 
non-profit housing. 


Your views and opinions have been informative and have helped us gain a 
better understanding of your housing needs. 


If you have any questions about your interview, please feel free to 
COMrdC mM Me cdt Oe Lae. 


Once again, thank you. 


Sincerely, 


Research Assistant, 
Social Housing Impact Study 


A United Way Member Agency 


v) Findings 
a) Demographics 

Twenty of the municipal non-profit residents participated in this study. 
Of the 20 respondents, 11 (55.0%) were male and nine (45.0%) were female 
(Table A-1). Nine of the respondents (45.0%) were between 26 and 35 years of 
age while five (25.0%) were between 41 and 50 years of age, and six (30.0%) 
were between the ages of S51 and 65 years (Table A-2). Thirteen of the 
respondents (65.0%) were married or living together, three (15.0%) were 
separated, three (15.0%) were divorced and one (5.0%) had never married (Table 


A=S)i: 


One person (5.0%) did not answer the question about level of education. 
A majority of the respondents (9, 45.0%) had at least some college or 
university education. Others had some secondary education (4, 20.0%), had 
completed secondary school (2, 10.0%), had completed trade school (2, 10.02%), 
had completed elementary school (1, 5.0%), or had completed vocational school 


(15 S202) (hate AR4p2 


Respondents were asked about their employment status (Table A-5). Eleven 
(55.0%) were full-time employees while three (15.0%) were part-time employees. 
Another four (20.02) were full-time homemakers and two (10.0%) were full-time 
students. Of the 14 respondents employed outside of the home, five (35.72) 
occupied processing or related occupations (Table A-6). Of these 14 


employees, 11 (80.6%) worked 30 hours or more per week (Table A-7). 


Of the 13 respondents who were married or living together, nine (69.22) 
said their spouses were employed outside the home (Table A-8). The majority 
of the spouses (7, 77.8%) were employed full-time (Table A-9 and A-10). Of 
the four who said their spouses were not working outside the home, two (50.02%) 


Said their spouses were homemakers and two (50.0%) were unable to find jobs 


(Table A-11). 


All 20 respondents had children: 11 (55.0%) had one child, six (30.0%) 
had two children, two (10.0%) had three children and one (5.0%) had four 
children (Table A-12). The majority of the children were 10 years of age or 
younger (Table A-13). Only two of the respondents had their children in day 
care (Table A-14 and A-15). Thirteen respondents (65.0%) were in two-parent 


families and seven (35.0%) were single parent families (Table A-24). 


Respondents were asked where they had lived before their current place of 
residence (Table A-16). Twelve of the respondents (60.0%) had lived in the 
City of Hamilton, two (10.0%) had lived outside the City but in the Hamilton- 
Wentworth Region, while six (30.0%) had lived outside the Hamilton-Wentworth 
Region. Eleven of the respondents (55.0%) had lived in a house prior to 
moving into non-profit housing (Table A-17). The majority of respondents (138, 
90.0%) had lived at their previous address for five years or less (Table A- 
18). Since the age of 16 years, nine respondents (45.0%) had moved between 11 
to 20 times while 10 other respondents (50.0%) had moved 10 times or less 
(Table A-19). The main reason why a majority of the respondents had moved (7, 
35.0%) was because of employment while four (20.0%) stated housing issues 


(e.g, for better housing, more affordable) (Table A-20). 


Seventeen (85.0%) of the respondents were born in Canada (Table 4-21). 
Two (66.7%) of the respondents born outside Canada had lived in the country 
less than 10 years. Twelve (60.0%) of the respondents had lived in Hamilton 
for 10 years or less while six (30.0%) had lived in Hamilton for more than 20 
years (Table A-22). Fifteen of the respondents (75.0%) lived in “low-end-of- 
market-value” units while five (25.0%) lived in "“rent-geared-to-income" units 


(Table A-23). 


b) Housing 
The majority of respondents (10, 50.0%) had lived in their current homes 
for one to two years while seven (35.0%) had lived there for three to six 
months (Table A-25). Most of the respondents (14, 70.0%) thought they would 
still be living in the same home next year (Table A-26). Reasons why 
respondents thought they would still be there next year included: ‘we like it 


here’, ‘its affordable’ and, ‘there is no place else to go’ (Table A-27). 


All respondents were supplied with a stove and fridge when they moved 
into the unit. The majority (18, 90.0%) thought they had adequate flooring. 
No laundry facilities or air conditioning were provided on site (Table A-28). 
In conjunction with what was supplied, respondents were also asked how 
satisfied they were with a number of items in their housing complex (Table A- 
29). The items with which respondents were ‘dissatisfied’ included: the paint 
(12, 60.0%) and cleanliness/maintenance (7, 35.0%). In summary, the majority 
of respondents indicated ‘general satisfaction’ with the list of 17 aspects of 


their housing complex. 


Most respondents (19, 95.0%) knew their units were heated by electricity 
(Table A-30). Twelve respondents (60.0%) have never noticed uncollected 
garbage but eight (40.0%) did; five of these eight (62.5%) people said it 
‘bothered them’ or ‘bothered them greatly’ (Table A-31). Twelve respondents 


(60.0%) said they had experienced problems with insects or pets (Tables A-32 


and A-33). 


A majority of respondents (15, 75.0%) said they had noticed construction 
defects in their units (Table A-34). The most frequently mentioned defects 
included: leaky basement (4, 26,7%), cracked walls (3, 20.0%), poor paint job 
(3, 20.0%) and leaky bathroom floor (Table A-35). When asked if the 
respondent had contacted anyone to fix the defect, 11 (73.3%) said ‘yes’ and 
two (13.3%) said the defects had subsequently been fixed (Tables A-36 and A- 
37). Reasons why respondents thought the defects had not been fixed include: 
“the bureaucracy’, ‘no time to do it’, ‘no adequate labourers’ and ‘don’t have 
any idea why not’ (Table A-38). A majority (15, 75.0%) had heard about 
defects in their neighbours’ homes (Table A-39). Leaky basements were again 


the most common type of defect reported (11, 55.0%) (Table A-40). 


In general, respondents (12, 60.0%) noted that their units were in ‘good 
condition’ or ‘alright’ when they first moved in (Table A-41). Most of the 
respondents (15, 75.0%) stated that, at the time of the interview, their unit 
was in better condition or in the same condition (Table A-42). Many 
respondents (9, 45.02) said they had improved/redecorated their homes and they 
felt they were settling in (2, 10.0%) (Table A-43). Twelve (60.0%) said they 


had ‘personalized’ their homes (Table A-44). 


The respondents were asked to assess the adequacy, in terms of space, of 
their units (Table A-45). A majority of respondents thought that neither the 
kitchen space (12, 60.0%) nor the dining room space was adequate (11, 55.0%). 
A large percentage of the other items on the list received primarily 


‘adequate’, ‘good’ or ‘excellent’ ratings. 


Eleven respondents (55.0%) said there were noise problems in the complex 
(e.g., neighbours’ noise, construction noise, noisy children, stereo noise and 
thin walls) (Table A-46). Of these 11 respondents, five (45.0%) said the 


noise problems had not yet been resolved. 


Respondents were asked if they had experienced any problems with their 
neighbours. Sixteen (80.0%) of the respondents said they had not had any 
problems (Table A-47). But 12 (60.0%) respondents said they had experienced 
problems with their neighbours’ children (Table A-48 and A-49). Only four 
(33.3%) of the 12 respondents who reported problems said the problems had been 


resolved. 


Respondents were also asked if they had any problems with vandalism 
(Table A-S0), graffiti (Table A-51), overcrowding (Table A-52) or management 
(Table A-53). Sixteen (80.0%) of the respondents said they had not had any 
problems with vandalism and 17 (85.0%) said they had not had any problems with 
graffiti. Sixteen (80.0%) said they did not feel overcrowded. Seventeen 


(85.02) respondents noted they had not had any problems with management. 


Most of the respondents (17, 85.0%) did not have any difficulties 
adjusting to their new home when they first moved to the non-profit housing 
complex (Table A-54). Respondents stated a number of reasons why they thought 
their adjustment was fine. These included: lived in the area before the move, 
like the unit, and lived in non-profit housing before (Table A-55). Fifteen 
(75.02) of the respondents thought their family members also adjusted well to 


their new home (Table A-56). 


Respondents were asked about the inside and outside appearance of their 
units. Seventeen (85.0%) of the respondents said the inside appearance is 
‘important’ or ‘very important’ for the following reasons: ‘like to have 
things clean’, ‘for comfort’, and ‘we have to live in it’ (refer to Tables A- 
57 and A-58). Sixteen (80.0%) also said the outside appearance is ‘important’ 
or ‘very important’ because: ‘it is a reflection of us’, ‘it should look 


neat’, and ‘I like it to look homey’ (Table A-59 and A-60). 


In conjunction with the importance of the appearance of the unit, 
respondents were asked if they had made any changes to the outside of their 
units. Ten (50.0%) said they had (see Table A-63 for reasons why the other 
respondents had not made any changes). These changes included: planting 


flowers, planting grass and hanging a clothesline (Table A-61 and A-62). 


A-32 


When asked how they generally refer to their place of residence, the 
majority of respondents (13, 65.0%) answered ‘home’, four (20.0%) responded 
‘my house’, one (5.0%) said ‘my place’, and one (5.0%) stated ‘a ghetto’ 
(Table A-64). Eighteen (90.0%) of the respondents said it doesn’t bother them 
to hear their home being referred to as non-profit housing (Table A-65). A 
large percentage (16, 80.0%) also thought that living where they do is a 
positive experience (Table A-66 and see Table A-67 for reasons why they 


thought their experiences are positive, negative or neutral). 


It has been argued that people can be affected by the surroundings they 
live in. Respondents were asked to identify one effect they thought their 
current surroundings have had on them. Some. (7%. S5202:) tSaida wits 
pleasant/comfortable’, two (10.0%) said ‘it’s claustrophobic’ and one (5.02%) 
said that they have a greater sense of freedom now (for other responses see 


Table A-68). 


c) Transportation 

If accessing essential services poses difficulties for respondents then 
their quality of life is subsequently affected. This section includes 
questions about where certain services are located and how easily accessed 
they are. Table A-69 indicates that on average, 16 of the respondents (80.02) 
perceived services (e.g., grocery and convenience stores, the doctor, a 
pharmacy, an elementary school, a hospital, a dentist, a department store, a 
recreation centre and a park) to be easily accessible even though the majority 


of them are located more than three blocks away from the respondents’ homes. 


Most respondents (16, 80.0%) stated they drive themselves to the grocery 
store to do their major shopping (Tables A-70 and A-71) while two (10.02) 
noted that they walk. Eleven (57.9%) of the respondents reported they drive 
themselves to the convenience store to buy small items while six others 
(31.6%) said they walk and two (10.5%) said they send their children (Tables 
A-72 and A-73). Seventeen of the 20 respondents (85.0%) reported they have a 


car in the family (Table A-82). 


Respondents indicated that their children get to school through a variety 
of means. Six respondents (46.2%) said their children catch a school bus 
while five other respondents (38.5%) stated their children walk to school 


(Table A-74). 


Public transportation is an important source of transportation for many 
people. Eleven of 18 respondents (61.1%) said their family never takes a city 
transit bus or only takes one when there’s an emergency and the family car is 
not available (Table A-75). Four other respondents (22.2%) said their 
families take public transportation once per week while two (11.12) said their 
families take it daily. Very few respondents (total of 4) reported that they 
use public transportation to get downtown on a regular basis (Tables A-76 and 
A778 Respondents were asked to rate public transportation scheduling even 
though the reported frequency of transportation usage was not high. A 
majority of the respondents (5, 38.5%) rated public transportation scheduling 
on the positive end of the scale with another large group (4, 30.8%) not 
knowing how to rate it (Table A-78). Six of the respondents (46.2%) said the 


scheduling should be changed (Table A-79). 


Most respondents (17, 85.0%) did not think that living in the present 
neighbourhood affects their ability to get from place to place in the city 
(Table A-80). Similarly, a majority of the respondents (16, 80.0%) did not 


think that their lifestyles have been affected by living where they do. 


d) Social Support Network 
It is important to understand the effect that the respondents’ move into 
this non-profit housing project has had on their social support system. But 


first, a discussion of respondents’ interactions with their newest neighbours. 


Fourteen respondents (70.0%) said that none of their current neighbours 
welcomed them into the neighbourhood when they first moved there (Table A-83). 
of the six who were welcomed by neighbours, five (83.3%) indicated that they 
still keep in touch with these neighbours. Similarly, when asked if they 
would welcome new neighbours into the housing complex, 14 (70.0%) said they 
would not do so (Table A-84). Reasons for this response included: ‘we’re not 


like that’, ‘we’re private people’ and ‘we’ve never done it before’. 


Respondents were then asked if they have any casual conversations with 
neighbours. Nineteen (95.0%) said they do have casual conversations (Table A- 
86). A majority (11, 57.9%) indicated they converse daily or two or three 
times per week (Table A-87). Further, 13 respondents (65.0%) said they visit 
with their neighbours in their own homes (Tables A-90, A-91 and A-92). 
Another 14 respondents (70.0%) said they know the names of the neighbours 
living on either side of them (Tables A-88 and A-89). Only one respondent 


(5.0%) was aware of neighbourhood clubs and organizations (Table A-85). 


To further investigate this networking occurring at the site, respondents 
were asked if they ever exchange or borrow items. Fifteen respondents (75.0%) 
indicated that they have exchanged or borrowed items from their neighbours 
(Table A-93). Items that were borrowed or exchanged included food, tools, 
recipes and cigarettes. Twelve respondents (60.0%) said they exchange 


babysitting favours (Table A-96). 


Respondents were also asked if they ever go on picnics, to the movies or 
other similar activities with any of their neighbours. Fifteen (75.0%) said 
they do not (Table A-94). Fourteen respondents (70.0%) also said that if they 


were hosting a party, they would invite at least one neighbour (Table A-95). 


There are also less tangible aspects of social support including being 
able to talk about personal concerns. Thirteen respondents (65.0%) said they 
would talk to at least one neighbour about their worries or concerns (Table A- 
27e Nonetheless, 16 respondents (80.0%) stated their neighbours are not 


amongst their closest friends (Tables A-98). 


When asked about the neighbours where they lived before, 15 respondents 
(75.0%) indicated they still keep in touch with them (Table A-99). Thirteen 
of these 15 respondents (86.6%) noted that relationships with old neighbours 
are still ‘very good’ or at least on ‘friendly terms’ (Table A-99). Most 
respondents indicated that they contact their old neighbours by telephone (8, 


53.32%) (Table A-100). Most respondents said they contact their former 


neighbours (7, 46.7%) once or twice per month (Table A-101). Eleven of the 15 
respondents (73.3%) said there has been no significant changes in the 


relationship with old neighbours (Table A-102). 


Residents’ relationships with friends is also an important consideration 
in the social support system. Seventeen (85.0%) respondents said they have 
friends living on the Mountain (Table A-103). Eleven of those 17 respondents 
(64.7%) said they see these friends once per week or once every 2 weeks (Table 
A-104). Only three of the 17 (17.6%) respondents said their most recent move 


has had an effect on their relationship with these friends. 


Finally, relationships between respondents and their families (brothers, 
Sisters, parents or other close relatives) require consideration. Nine 
(45.02) of the respondents said they have relatives living on the Mountain 
(Table A-105). All 20 respondents were asked how frequently they talk with 
close relatives. The majority (13, 65.0%) said ‘daily’ or ‘once or twice per 
week’ (Table A-106). Fifteen (75.0%) respondents reported that this contact 
occurs by telephone. Twelve respondents (60.0%) said their contacts with 
close relatives have not changed since they moved into the non-profit housing 
unit, while 6 others (30.0%) said the contact has increased (Table A-107). 
Reasons for a lack of any change in contact or an increase included: ‘now 


relatives are physically closer’, ‘no more long distance calls’ and ‘now there 


1s more space to visit’ (Table A-108). 


A-S7 


e) Stigma 

The last variable to consider in this social impact assessment is stigma. 
Since it may be difficult for respondents to admit that they perceive any kind 
of stigma, a number of statements were read to them and they were asked to 
respond with always, sometimes or never. In this section, some of the 
questions were asked only of the rent-geared-to-income residents (RGI) while 
some questions were asked only of the low-end-of-market value residents (LEM). 
This division was made because those paying rent for accommodation do not 


necessarily believe they are receiving a subsidy. 


Five RGI residents were asked to respond to 11 separate statements (Table 
A-109)% Six of these statements were positive statements including: non- 
profit housing has given me a positive outlook on life (#1); without non- 
profit housing it would have been difficult to provide for my children (#2); 
people treat me like everybody else (#4); people have come to accept us (#9); 
non-profit housing gives me a sense of security (#10), and, I feel attached to 
my home/neighbourhood (#11). Four of these five respondents (80.0%) responded 
‘always’ or ‘sometimes’ to the above 6 statements which reflects that they 


generally feel positive about how they are treated by others. 


The five RGI residents also responded to five negative statements 
including: difficult to maintain close contact with my family (#3); 
neighbourhood people resent government assisting us (#5); I don’t really feel 
part of the community because I live in affordable housing (#6); I live so far 


away from important services (#7), and, living here makes me feel isolated and 


alone. On average, three out of the five respondents (60.0%) said “never” or 
“sometimes” in response to the statements. Thus, in general, the RGI 
respondents do not think other people have negative perceptions about them or 


that they themselves possess an abundance of negative self-perceptions. 


The 15 LEM residents were also asked about their attitudes (Table A-110). 
These respondents were asked to respond to positive and negative statements. 
The positive statements resulted in less consistent responses than the RGI 
respondents. Thirteen respondents (86.7%) indicated that they ‘never’ feel 
that non-profit housing has given them a positive outlook on life (#1) and 13 
(86.7%) stated that they ‘never’ feel a sense of security where they live 
(#7), whereas 10 (66.7%) said that they ‘sometimes’ or ‘always’ think that the 
government should provide more non-profit housing because it has provided a 


home for them and their children (#3). 


The reponse to the negative statements were also varied. All of the 
respondents (15, 100.0%) said they ‘sometimes’ or ‘never’ wish that there 
weren’t any subsidized units in the complex (#2) and that they ‘sometimes’ or 
‘never’ feel too far away from necessary services (#8). But 11 respondents 
(73.3%) said they ‘always’ think that because they pay rent their 
concerns/complaints should be taken seriously (#4). All of the respondents 
said ‘never’ to the following statement: “Because living here is a temporary 
measure, I don’t like to tell people where I live" (#6). As well, there was 
an equal number of respondents who said they ‘always’ feel a strong attachment 
to their neighbourhood (7, 46.7%) and those who said they ‘never’ feel that 


Way (7,.46. 72) (89). 
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All 20 respondents were also asked how they thought other people would 
describe the outside appearance of their building (Table A-111). The majority 
of respondents (16, 80.0%) said that others would probably say it looks 
Gtrachive lM ter ooks. unice, More rit -s. okays In conjunction with physical 
appearance, respondents were also asked how other people would describe the 
residents of non-profit housing (Table A-112). A majority (8, 40.0%) said 
that other people thought non-profit residents were low income or low class 
people. Six (30.0%) respondents said they didn’t know what the perceptions 
were. Reasons for these responses included: stereotypes, residents receive 
government assistance and they’re single mothers (Table A-113). When 
respondents were asked if these descriptions were accurate, seven of 13 
respondents (53.7%) said ‘no’. Their reasons included ‘all of these people 
are on assistance’, ‘most are working people’, ‘they’re not troublemakers’ and 
‘these people are respectable’ (Table A-114). The six others (46.32) who 
thought the descriptions were accurate said so because most of the residents 


are single moms. 


The residents were also asked if they thought other people accepted or 
rejected non-profit housing in their neighbourhood. Eight (40.0%) did not 
know, six (30.0%) said others reject non-profit housing while five (25.02) 
said others accept non-profit housing in their neighbourhood (Table A-115). 
Respondents listed reasons why they thought other people might reject or 
accept non-profit housing in their neighbourhoods. These reasons included 
‘decrease in property values’, ‘a few people ruin it for the rest’, ‘scruffy 


people move in’ and ‘there are no other choices available’ (Table A-1164). 


Respondents were also asked about how looking for affordable housing made 
them feel. Once again a number of statements were read to them and they had 
to respond that they ‘always’, ‘sometimes’ or ‘never’ felt that way. The five 
RGI respondents were read nine statements (Table A-117). Four of the five 
respondents (80.0%) said they ‘always’ or ‘sometimes’ think that having 
affordable housing has given them greater self-esteem (#1) and that living in 
non-profit housing gives them the opportunity to have housing like everyone 
else (#3). Three of these respondents (60.0%) said they ‘always’ feel that 
living in non-profit housing has made them feel like part of the community 


while one person (20.0%) said it ‘never’ does (#8). 


When these five RGI respondents were asked if living in non-profit 
housing makes them feel guilty because the government is helping them, four of 
the five respondents (80.0%) said ‘always’ or ‘sometimes’ (#2). Nonetheless, 
four of the five respondents (80.0%) said they ‘never’ or ‘sometimes’ feel 
frustrated because they have to rely on government assistance (#4) and that 
living where they are now makes them feel as if they will not get ahead in 
life (#6). A majority (3, 60.0%) said they ‘always’ or ‘sometimes’ feel 
angry because finding affordable housing is so hard (#7). Finally, three of 
the five respondents (60.0%) said they ‘never’ think that living in non-profit 


housing makes them feel different from other people in the neighbourhood (#9). 


The 15 LEM respondents were also read a list of eight statements about 
how looking for affordable housing made them feel (Table A-118). In general, 


a majority of these respondents disagreed with the positive statements. Seven 


respondents (46.7%) said that living in affordable housing has ‘never’ given 
them greater self-esteem (#1) while six (40.0%) said that they ‘never’ feel 
that living in non-profit housing has given them and their families a good 
start in life (#3). Ten (66.7%) of the respondents said that they ‘never’ 
think the units are so well constructed that they do not think of it as non- 
profit housing (#5). Eight (53.3%) said that they ‘always’ think that because 
affordable housing is so hard to find, that more of them should be built (#7). 
A majority of respondents (9, 60.0%) said they ‘never’ think that living in 
non-profit housing forces them to live with people who aren’t like themselves 
(#2), while eight (53.3%) said they ‘never’ think that because the rent they 
pay 1s not much lower than other units that they don’t know why they refer to 
it as ‘non-profit’ housing (#6). Six (40.0%) said they ‘always’ and five 
(33.32) said they ‘sometimes’ are willing to overlook small things that bother 
them because this housing for them is just a temporary measure (#4). Seven 
(46.7%) respondents said they can ‘always’ tell, after living there for 
awhile, which people live in subsidized units while four (26.72) said they can 


‘sometimes’ tell (#8). 


All 20 respondents were then asked a number of general questions. The 
majority of the respondents (13, 65.0%) said that other people’s views about 
non-profit housing do not bother them (Table A-120). Nonetheless, respondents 
were asked about their ideas for maintaining support for non-profit housing 
and changing those who are opposed to it (Table A-119). Most of the ideas 


offered by respondents fell into the following categories: need for 


information, need for education, importance of integration, need more 


communication, and can’t really do anything about it. Respondents also listed 
changes that they’d like to see happen to other people’s attitudes (Table A- 


e 


121). These changes included ‘more community tolerance’ (5, 25.0%) and ‘end 
stereotypes’ (3, 15.0%). Others were not sure what could be done (4, 20.02%), 


no response was given (4, 20.0%) or ‘nothing can be done’ (2, 10.0%). 
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TABLE"-A=] > SEX 


Frequency a © 

Male | 5530 
Female 9g 45.0 
Total 20 100.0 


TABLE A-2: AGE 


Frequency _ 2 
Zo. =50 Years 6 50.0 
Sle o5 ears 3 15.0 
36 - 40 Years 0 OO 
41 - 45 Years 3 P20 
46 - 30 Years 2 10.0 
Sie eon Meals 2 10.0 
96° — 60) Years 2 10.0 
61> 69 Years 2 10.0 
a 20 ~—«100.0 


TABLE A-3: MARITAL STATUS 


Frequency 
Married/Living Together Ts 
Separated 3 
Divorced 3 
Never Married 1 


TABLE A-4: LEVEL OF SCHOOLING 


Frequency be 
Completed College 5 Zan 
Some Secondary 4 20.0 
Completed Secondary 2 10.0 
Completed Trade School 2 10.0 
Completed Elementary 1 oa) 
Completed Vocational 1 O70 
Some College 1 a0 
Some University i oa) 
Completed Undergraduate Degree i 50 
Completed Graduate Degree 1 20 
Not specified 1 520 
ee) 20 ~=——-100.0 

TABLE @=5; WORK STATUS 

Frequency oe 
Full-time Worker 1] SoeU 
Full-time Homemaker 4 20.0 
Part-time Worker 5 15.0 
Full-time Student 2 See 


TABLE A 


*Processing 
Health related 
Clerical 
Sales 
Service 


Transportation 


*67= TYPE" OF WORK 
Frequency 
5 Soa2 
2 14.3 
2 1425 
2 1423 
2 taco 
1 ‘eae 
14 100.0 


* Includes processing, machini 
and repairing. 


TABLE A-7: 


Less than 15 h 
Loeesns ours 
Sh = 40 “hours 


41+ hours 


TABLE A-8: 


ng and product fabricating, 


HOURS OF WORK PER WEEK 


Frequency ets 

ours 1 Tal 
2 14.5 

5 S57 

6 42-9 
on 


SPOUSE EMPLOYED? 
Frequency Le % 
9 Boe 
4 30.8 
is 


assembling 


TABLE A-9: SPOUSE’S OCCUPATION 


Frequency mee 

Clerical 2 eae 
*Processing 2 poae 
**Technological 1 Piva! 
Transportation 1 Tis] 
Service 1 Be | 
Sales d Lie 
Construction 1 ie 
oo eee ce 99.9 


* Includes processing, machining and product fabricating, assembling 
and repairing. 

** Includes occupations in natural sciences, engineering, mathematics, 
social sciences, religion, arts, recreation. 


TABLE A-10: SPOUSE EMPLOYED FULL-TIME OR PART-TIME 


Frequency ay 4 

Full-time 7 Line 
Part-time 2 2222 
Total 9 100.0 


TABLE A-11: REASON WHY SPOUSE IS NOT EMPLOYED 


Frequency mer 
Homemaker 2 5020 
Could not find job 2 SOc0 


TABLE A-12: NUMBER OF CHILDREN LIVING AT HOME 


Frequency wy 
Pechila 12 20,20 
2 Children 6 30.0 
3 Children 2 1050 
4 Children 1 5.0 
JS sihiscl petal! 20 ~—=—«100.0 


TABLE A-13: CHILDREN’S AGES* 


A101 lotal 

Frequency Children 
{12 Months 4 i2.1 
[Stoo Tears 165 ADO 
6 - 10 Years 8 24n2 
OL = Ge WARES 5 Ways 
Ils) > ZA VQ eieS 1 Spal8) 
Total 53 100.0 


* Table A-13 represents multiple responses. The above data is reported 
for the 20 respondents who have children living at home. 


TABLE A-14: CHILDREN INVOLVED IN DAY CARE? 


Frequency aS ¢ 
No 17 3.0 
Yes 2 they) 
Not specified 1 5.0 
Soe 20 ~=—«100.0 


TABLE A=15: TYPE OF DAY CARE 


Frequency rake 
After school care 1 50.2.0 
Daily sitting ] 50.0 


TABLE A-16: PLACE OF RESIDENCE BEFORE CURRENT RESIDENCE 


Frequency 74 
Hamilton - Below Mountain 5 2520 
Hamilton - East End 4 20.0 
Hamilton - Mountain 3) 1530 
Outside City of Hamilton but 
in Hamilton-Wentworth Region 2 10.0 
Outside Hamilton-Wentworth Region 6 30.0 
Total 20 100.0 


TABLE A-17: TYPE OF RESIDENCE AT PREVIOUS LOCATION 


Frequency ke 
House a} Doe0 
Apartment 3 20.0 
Townhouse 3 L520 
Tri-plex 1 ord) 


TABLE A-18: LENGTH OF STAY AT FORMER RESIDENCE 


Frequency wea 5 
Less than 2 Years 9 45.0 
2, \.ears 9 45.0 
b=" 10" Years 1 =e! 
lie=" 35° Years 1 ei) 
oC oi gala 20 ~=—=—«100.0 


TABLE A-19: NUMBER OF TIMES RESPONDENT HAS MOVED SINCE THE AGE OF 16 


Frequency watt % 
5 Times or Less 7 SoU 
6 to 10 Times 3 io. U 
11 to 20 Times 9 45.0 
Not specified 1 S20 
SS 20 «100.0 


TABLE A-20: MAIN REASON FOR MOVING IN MOST OF THE CASES 


Frequency et 
Employment f $5.0 
Better Housing 3 toed 
Personal 2 10.0 
Schooling 2 1070 
Variety of Reasons 2 10.0 
Boredom 1 20 
Inappropriate 1 5.0 
Felt Like It 1 ia) 
Affordability 1 a0) 


TABLE A-21: WHERE BORN 


Frequency Eas 

In Canada L7 85.0 
*tOutside Canada 3 15.0 
Total 20 100.0 


* Two (66.7%) respondents had lived in Canada less than 10 years and the 
other respondent had lived in Canada more than 10 years. 


TABLE A-22: LENGTH OF TIME LIVING IN HAMILTON 


Frequency ee 7 
tte 2s Years 9 45.0 
6 to 10 Years 35 1520 
iD atoneco ears 1 Seu) 
More than 20 Years 6 30.0 
Not specified 1 Sie 
Ca ee 20 ~—«100.0 


TABLE A-23: RESPONDENTS’ CURRENT TYPE OF UNIT 


Frequency Pe © 

Low-End-of-Market Value 1S 75.0 
Rent-Geared-To-Income 5 29..0 
Total 20 100.0 


TABLE A-24: TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD 


Frequency 74 
Two-Parent Family 1S 65.0 
Single-Parent Family 7 35.0 


Bool 


TABLE A-25: LENGTH OF TIME LIVED IN THIS PARTICULAR HOUSING UNIT 


Frequency wey 4 
1 to 2 Years 10 50.0 
3 to 6 Months 7 Soe 
Less Than 3 Months 2 10.0 
6 Months to 1 Year 1 o0 
ec. 20 ~=—=——«100.0 


TABLE A-26: RESPONDENTS WERE ASKED IF THEY THOUGHT THEY MIGHT STILL 
BE LIVING IN THE SAME UNIT NEXT YEAR 


Frequency 74 
Yes 14 7A(0) (0; 
No 6 350.0 


TABLE A-28: 


TABLE A-27: REASONS WHY OR WHY NOT RESPONDENT LIVING 


HERE SAME TIME NEXT YEAR 


Frequency re) 4 
Respondent likes it here 3 roe 
Saving for a house 3 Lo 
Affordable 2 10. 
No place else t9 go 2 ye 
Really convenient 1 sie 
Space too small 1 oe 
Management not cooperative 1 Se 
Moving to another province 1 oy 
Job transfer 1 Se 
Child at McMaster University 1 Die 
No Interest in Moving 1 oe 
Until son grows up 1 oe 
Financial reasons 1 Se 
Good location 1 Le 
a 20 ~=——«100. 


NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS WHO WERE SUPPLIED WITH THE 
WHEN THEY MOVED IN 


Frequency pee ee 
Refrigerator 20 100.0 
Stove 20 100.0 
Adequate Flooring 18 90.0 
Laundry Facilities 0 0.0 
Parking i 25.0 


Air conditioning 0 0.0 


FOLLOWING ITEMS 
Total 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 


20 


TAREE A= 29: 


Outdoor landscaping 
Paint 


Cleanliness and 
maintenance 


Indoor heat 
Toilet facilities 
Flood control 
Odour control 
Rodent control 
Insect control 
Air circulation 
Electricity 

Hot running water 
Drinking water 
Supplied appliances 
Garbage disposal 
*Play areas 


*Parking space 


* 13 missing cases 


RESIDENTS’ LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WITH VARIOUS 
ASPECTS OF THEIR HOUSING COMPLEX 


Very Satisfied 
z 
NOR 


Frequency 
i 


1 


Lo? 


Cc 


fh 


3. 


ALF 


Zo. 


{3 


Se 


DS: 


0 


0 


Satisfied 


Frequency 
2 


Z 


nal 


_s 


Dissatisfied 
Frequency 
6 50. 
if2 60. 
7 39 
4 ZU. 
3 Loe 
7 oon 
2 LO: 
0 
5 ie 
2 ie 
2 Le 
0 
0 
1 
2 POs 
ef 14. 
0 


0 
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TABLE A-30: RESPONDENTS KNOWLEDGE OF HOW BUILDING IS HEATED* 
Frequency rae 4 
Electnic1pey i 552.0 
Not sure how 1 ou 
“SicG lee pe 20 ~—«:100.0 


* All 20 respondents (100%) noted that they control the 
temperature in their homes with a thermostat in their units. 


TABLE A-S1: HAVE RESPONDENTS EVER NOTICED UNCOLLECTED GARBAGE 


Frequency my % 
Respondents that noticed 
uncollected garbage a 40.0 
Those that have not noticed 
uncollected garbage 12 60.0 
Total 20 100.0 


* 3 (37.5%) said it=bothered them, 2 (2500%) said it bothered=then 
greatly, 2 (25.02%) said it didn’t bother them andl (12252) didn't 
respond. 


TABLE A-32: RESPONDENTS WHO HAD PROBLEMS WITH RODENTS, INSECTS OR PETS 


Frequency Zz Total 
Rodents 0 0.0 20 
Insects 2% 10.0 20 
Pets 10 50.0 20 


* The insects that were problematic were black spiders and fleas. 
One respondent got rid of the insects him/herself while the other 
respondent paid a fumigator to do it. 


TABLE A-33: TEN RESPONDENTS DESCRIBE PET PROBLEMS* 


Frequency am 4 
Dog refuse on grass 6 60.0 
Pets not allowed 2 20.0 
Carry bugs i! 10.0 
Resident has 14 cats 1 10.0 
ee ge G5. 


* 8 (80.0%) of the 10 respondents stated that these problems had not 
been solved, 2 (20.0%) said the pet had been removed from the unit. 


TABLE A-34: HAVE YOU FOUND ANY CONSTRUCTION DEFECTS IN YOUR UNIT? 


Frequency ot 
No construction defects ° Z2o0 
One construction defect 4 20-0 
Two construction defects 5 20.0 
Three construction defects 6 30.0 


A-S6 


TABLE A-35: A DESCRIPTION OF THE CONSTRUCTION DEFECTS MENTIONED 
BY THE 15 RESPONDENTS* (n=15) 


Frequency ee: 
Leaky basement 4 ZO 
Cracked walls 3 20.0 
Poor paint job 3 20.0 
Bathroom floor leaks 3 20.0 
Doors don’t shut 2 NGS) 
Cupboard hinges don’t work properly 2 1323 
Windows bow 2 PSeS 
Nails sticking out 2 P55 
Floor sinking i Ae 
Drywall taping 1 bus 
No faucet or pipes i 67 
Missing shelves 1 Goa, 
Crooked doorways 1 6.4 
Floorboards lifting 1 627 
Bannister hinges 1 6.7 
Floors squeak 1 6./ 
Cheap construction materials 1 Gap 
No bathroom mirror 1 6.7 
Shower soap dish missing 1 6.7 
calbGald @ Supvelehe Ta am uM Ye 


* This table includes multiple responses. The above data is reported 
only for the 15 residents who noted construction defects in their 
units. 
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TABLE A-36: WAS ANYONE CONTACTED TO FIX THE DEFECTS? 


Frequency we 

Yes Hg Sa 
No 4 2627 
Total iS 100.0 


TABLE A-37: HAVE THE DEFECTS BEEN FIXED? 


Frequency iy 4 

No iS 86.7 
Yes 2* | Nea 
Total ies) 100.0 


* 1 (50.0%) respondent noted the item was fixed 
immediately while another respondent (1, 50.0%) said 
the defect was fixed one month after being reported. 


TABLE A-38: REASONS WHY RESPONDENTS THOUGHT THE DEFECTS WEREN’T FIXED 


Frequency ar 6 
Don’t know 7 oa8 
Bureaucracy 2 L5a'4 
No time 1 rw! 
No adequate labourers | 1 eek 
More persistence needed 1 Tipe! 
Did not ask anyone to fix it 1 ae) 
rh MAONTRD Geb tarey ine Borer a Bread 


TABLE A-39: HAVE YOU HEARD ABOUT CONSTRUCTION DEFECTS IN 
YOUR NEIGHBOURS’ HOMES? 


Frequency ak 
Yes 1S TI 
No a Zod 


TABLE A-40: A DESCRIPTION OF CONSTRUCTION DEFECTS NOTED BY RESPONDENTS 
IN THEIR NEIGHBOURS’ HOMES* (n=15 


Frequency a 

Leaky basement Ut heen) 
Sinking floor 2 eS) 
Cupboards shifting or bad hinges 2 1325 
Missing fixtures 2 Does 
Bathroom floor leaks 2 [3.35 
Faulty plumbing (toilets...) 2 agers) 
Cheap construction materials Z Lse5 
Floor boards lifting up 1 Cay 
A hole in the wall 1 627 
Poor quality paint 1 6a7 
Crooked doorway 1 627 
Patio door problems 1 Gal 
“Geel 


* This table includes multiple responses. The above data is reported 
for the 15 residents who noted construction defects in their 
neighbours’ homes. 


mars 


TABLE A-41: GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE UNIT WHEN RESPONDENTS 
FIRST MOVED IN* (n=20) 


Frequency oa: 6 
Good condition (clean, fine) 9 45.0 
Not bad, alright 3 a0 
Needed cleaning 3 150 
Windows didn’t close properly 3 15.6 
Poor condition/quality in general 2 10.0 
Handles fallen off 2 10.0 
Bad paint/paint washed off 2 10.0 
Doors didn’t fit properly 2 10.0 
Unfinished decor 1 spa! 
Crack in wall 1 0 
Toilet sweats 1 a0 
Dripping glue 1 oO 
Ripples in drywall 1 on 
Construction workers were rude 1 earl) 
coe CC ee 


* Multiple responses were permitted. 


TABLE A-42: IS THE UNIT IN BETTER, WORSE OR ABOUT THE SAME CONDITION NOW? 


Frequency = $ 
Same condition 8 40.0 
Better 7 S000 
Worse 4 20.0 
No response 1 wyeu 
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TABLE A-43: REASONS WHY THE UNITS ARE THE SAME, BETTER OR WORSE THAN WHEN 
RESPONDENTS FIRST MOVED IN* (n=20 


Frequency ee 4 

Respondent improved/ 
redecorated the unit 9 45.0 
Don’t know 3 Las6 
We’re settling in 2 10.0 
It’s become worse since then 2 10.0 
Nothing wrong yet/still good 2 10.0 
Haven’t been here long enough 1 Sa) 
Paint became dull in colour 1 5.0 
Cupboard doors no longer fit 1 one 
Cracks have been fixed 1 oe 
Cracks have developed 1 oa0 
No appropriate response 1 520 
cy Ae 


* Multiple responses permitted. 


TABLE A-44: HAVE YOU PERSONALIZED THE UNIT IN ANY WAY? 


Frequency may 

Yes 124 60.0 
No Bet 40.0 
Total 20 100.0 


* 11 (91.7%) said they redecorated and 1 (8.3%) said he/she built a 
recroom. Reasons for personalizing the units included: for our 
own comfort, the unit was too plain, to make it homey, to add more 
space, the walls were not initially painted and to make it look nice. 


** Reasons why 8 respondents had not personalized their unit included: 
we’re trying to get out (4, 50.0%), we don’t have the time (2, 25.02%) 
and no response (2, 25.02). 


TABLE A-45: SPACE ADEQUACY RATINGS FOR A NUMBER OF ITEMS 
IN THE UNITS 


Excellent Good Adequate Inadequate 
Freq. 4 Freq. x Freq. 4 Freq. 74 Total 
Kitchen space 0 0.0 3 Lom’ 5 25) (0 2 60.0 20 
Bathroom space 0 0.0 6 30.0 10 50.0 4 20.0 20 
Dining room space 0 0.0 3 15.0 6 30.0 11 55:0 20 
Private space for 
yourself Zs 10.0 6 30.0 10 50.0 2 10.0 20 
The layout of 
the unit 1 Nya (0) i Soa0 7 SonG 5 ZOO 20 
Storage space 3 1S}6 {0 10 ORG 4 20.0 iS 50 20 
Closet space 4 20.0 10 S00 6 30.0 0 0.0 20 
Bedroom space 3 Wey 5 (8) 6 SORO 0 0.0 0 0.0 a 


* There were 11 missing values for this item. 


TABLE A-46: HAVE RESPONDENTS EVER EXPERIENCED A PROBLEM WITH NOISE* 


Frequency ae 
Neighbour noise/arguing . 5 2oo0 
Construction noise 2 10.0 
Screaming chidren 1 S20 
Stereo noise/loud music 1 S 0 
Walls are too thin 1 srg 
Drunken brawls in A.M. 1 520 
Number of respondents who said 
there were no noise problems 9 45.0 
“Total —<“<—~=~=‘“‘“<=i=;éit SC 


* Of the 11 respondents who noted noise problems, 5 (45.5%) said 
the problem was not solved, 2 (18.2%) did not respond, 1 (9.1%) said 
summer is over, 1 (9.1%) said the stereo was turned off, 1 (9.1%) said 
construction is finished and 1 (9.1%) said he/she ignored the noise. 
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TABLE A-47: HAVE RESPONDENTS EVER EXPERIENCED PROBLEMS WITH THEIR NEIGHBOURS? 


Frequency v4 

No 16 80.0 
Yes 4* 2020 
Total 20 100.0 


* Three of the 4 respondents (75.0%) said the problem was never resolved 
and 1 respondent (25.0%) said he/she talked about the problem with the 
neighbour. 


TABLE A-48: HAVE RESPONDENTS HAD ANY PROBLEM WITH THEIR NEIGHBOURS’ CHILDREN? 


Frequency es 

Yes 2 60.0 
No 8 40.0 
Total 20 100.0 


TABLE A-49: THE NATURE OF THE PROBLEMS WITH THE NEIGHBOURS’ CHILDREN 


Frequency he)? 
Theft/Break and Enter/Vandalism 5 alge yd: 
Unruly child 3 20-0 
Children yelling and unsupervised 2 bone 
Other 2 G7 
total —~—SssS—s 0 


goed Se 


* Four of the 12 respondents (33.32) said the problems had not yet 
been solved, 3 (25.0%) said they solved the problem, 2 (16.7%) did not 
respond, 1 (8.3%) said the neighbours moved, 1 (8.3%) warned the 
child and another (8.3%) sent a letter to the child’s parents. 


TABLE A-SO: HAVE RESPONDENTS EXPERIENCED ANY PROBLEMS WITH VANDALISM? 


Frequency ane 4 

No 16 80.0 
Yes 4* 20.0 
Total 20 100.0 


* Each of the four respondents stated the following types of 
vandalism: broken house door, air let out of tires, scratches 
on car and had car stolen and damaged. Three of the 4 respondents 
did not indicate how the problem was solved while 1 said no solution 
was found. 


TABLE A-S1: HAVE RESPONDENTS EXPERIENCED ANY PROBLEMS WITH GRAFFITI? 


Frequency rf 

No 17 35.0 
Yes St Ie) 3G) 
Total 20 100.0 


* Each of the three respondents stated the following types of graffiti: 
spray paint on the fence, writing on the garage door and chalk on 
the walkways. ; 


TABLE A-52: HAVE RESPONDENTS EXPERIENCED PROBLEMS WITH OVERCROWDING? 


Frequency rs 

No 16 80.0 
Yes 4* 20.0 
Total 20 100.0 


bf 


* Those who said ‘yes’ stated a lack of inside and outside space. 


TABLE A-53: HAVE RESPONDENTS EXPERIENCED ANY PROBLEMS WITH THE MANAGEMENT? 


Frequency r4 

No 7. 85.0 
Yes S* hay 0 
Total 20 100.0 


* Each of these 3 respondents stated one of the following: no land- 
scaping, need a new superintendent, and management is not active enough. 


TABLE A-54: RESPONDENTS’ LEVEL OF EASE IN ADJUSTING TO THE LOCATION 
WHEN THEY FIRST MOVED HERE 


Frequency ee 5 

Easy 17 B50 
Diriicult St L520 
Total 20 100.0 


* One respondent would not state why his/her adjustment was difficult, 
one found adjustment difficult because he/she didn’t have a car and 1 
did not think there was enough privacy. 


TABLE A-55: REASONS FOR EASE OF ADJUSTMENT REPORTED BY SEVENTEEN RESPONDENTS 


Frequency aS & 
Like the unit and area 2 Hine 
Lived in area before 2 fics 
Frequently mobile 2 1 
Familiar with having to adjust 2 18 
Have more space 1 Sao 
Services accessible 1 528 
New road accessible 1 529 
Don’t know 1 one 
Less space 1 St 
Lived in non-profit before 1 5.9 
Used to travelling by bus 1 Se) 
Have a car 1 9 
People seem nice 1 oe 
Viaie| ee pace Ue UN Ca etinone 


TABLE A-56: FAMILY MEMBERS ADJUSTMENT TO THE NEW LOCATION 


Frequency ake 
Easy 15 7320 
difficult 3 15.0 
Spouse prefers more 
privacy 2 10.30 


TABLE A-57: HOW IMPORTANT TO YOU IS THE INSIDE APPEARANCE OF THE UNIT? 


Frequency ees % 
Very important it Son 0 
Important 6 50) (0 
Relatively important 1 5.0 
Must be clean 1 Sie0 
Respondent did not 
answer 1 Da 8, 
Total 20 100.0 


TABLE A-58: WHY IS THE INSIDE APPEARANCE IMPORTANT? 


Frequency aS 
For comfort s) vd a) 
Like to have things clean 4 20.1 
We have to live in it 3 15.6 
It has to look nice 3 DSe8 
It reflects who a person is 2 LOe5 
I have my own standards 1 ono 
People see me not my home 1 aaa 
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TABLE A-59: HOW IMPORTANT TO YOU IS THE OUTSIDE APPEARANCE OF YOUR UNIT? 


Frequency mos 
Important 4 45.0 
Very important 7 S020 
Should look neat 1 oo 
More important than inside ] o-0 
As long as the outside is not 
dangerous it doesn’t matter 1 5.0) 
No answer 1 oo 
Sr eae eee 20 ~=——«100.0 


TABLE A-60: WHY IS THE OUTSIDE APPEARANCE IMPORTANT? 


Frequency 4 
Reflection of us/impression y 36.8 
Should look neat 4 eeu 
Likes it to look homey 3 Tae 
Should be clean 2 MS 
Like flowers 1 Si.0 
I have my own standards 1 525 
It’s not my responsibility 1 ooo 
Sit Sh er ore err ee 


TABLE A-61: TEN RESPONDENTS STATED THEY MADE THE FOLLOWING CHANGES 
TO THE OUTSIDE OF THEIR UNIT 


Frequency ite 2 
Added flowers 5 50.0 
Planted grass 3 30.0 
Hung a clothesline 2 20.0 


TABLE A-62: REASONS WHY OUTSIDE CHANGES TO UNIT UNDERTAKEN 


Frequency ot % 
Replace old shrubs 2 20.0 
Was all mud before planted 
grass seed 2 20.0 
Domestic needs (clothesline) 2 20:0 
Dideit for fun 1 10.0 
Make it looking homier 1 L020 
I like flowers 1 10.0 
No answer given 1 10.0 
i iim 


TABLE A-63: REASONS WHY NO OUTSIDE CHANGES UNDERTAKEN 


Frequency Bon * 
Unit didn’t need it 7 Ji.8 
We were not permitted to 1 je Eee | 
We did not have the time 1 es 
“aie 24) 4 tee 9 ‘100.0 


TABLE A-64: HOW DO YOU REFER TO YOUR PLACE OF RESIDENCE? 


Frequency Py 4S 
My home 13 69.0 
My house 4 20.0 
My place 1 S20) 
The ghetto 1 a0 
No answer given 1 S20 


TABLE A-65: HOW RESPONDENTS FEEL WHEN THEY HEAR THEIR HOME BEING 
REFERRED TO AS NON-PROFIT HOUSING 


Frequency ee: 
Doesn’t bother me 18 90.0 
Doesn’t feel good 1 Si 
No answer 1 aie) 
i 20 ~—=—«100.0 
TABLE A-66: WOULD YOU SAY LIVING HERE IS A POSITIVE OR NEGATIVE EXPERIENCE? 
oa Frequency me © 
Positive 16 80.0 
Negative 2 10.0 
Neutral al yee 
No answer 1 5.0 


TABLE A-67: REASONS WHY RESPONDENTS SAID THEIR EXPERIENCE IS POSITIVE, 
NEGATIVE OR NEUTRAL 


Frequency pars 
Positive 


There are other children 5 26:33 
Pleasant surroundings, likes 

mountain area, its quiet, 4 ADE 
quite pleased 


People are nice, like to be 


around people, 2 10.5 

Affordable 8 1025 
Negative 

Things are getting worse here, 

things aren’t as good as they a 1055 

could be 

It’s claustrophobic here 1 S25 

Frustrated with paying rent 1 Sao 
Neutral 2 10.5 


TABLE A-68: IDENTIFY ONE EFFECT YOUR CURRENT SURROUNDINGS HAVE ON YOU 


Frequency ik 
It’s pleasant, comfortable, 


pretty good, better area, 7 Rois 0) 
good effect, people are friendly 


Greater sense of freedom now 1 5.0 
Claustrophobic 2 10.0 
Depressing 1 brit 
Unsuitable playmates for children 1 Sal 
Subdued with vandalism 1 Ded 
Want to get out 1 220 
Don’t know 3 for 
No response given 3 ed 


A~72 


San[eA Bursstw 0°OT Z 0°OT Z 0°OT Z 07S T 07s T satqtyT roe} Aapuney 
0 07S T 0°S T 0°06 aT O°ST g O°ST g 0°02 vT yAed 
0 0°os 9 07S T 0°S9 ST 0°02 vT 0 0 4djuad UOT {easIay 
0 07S T 0°S T 0°06 aT 0°S6 6T 0 0 3404S JUawWysedag 
0 0°OT z 0S T 0°S8 LT 0°S8 ot 0°S T 0 ySTjuap sno) 
0 0 Has i 0°S6 at 0°S6 &6T 0°S T 0 Tey TdsoH 
0°S6 61 0 0 o°sS T 0°S T 0 0 Tooyss Y6TH 
Dece l 0 os T 0°09 al 0°09 ZT hes T 0 JOoYyIS AdejUawaTy 
0 0 OG T 0°S6 61 0-47 ST 0°SZ S 0 AJEWARYd 
0 0 0°02 7) 0°08 91 0°S6 61 0S T 0 40430p ATTWRY ANOA 
0 0°¢ T 07S T 0°04 8T 0°S T 0°08 91 0°OT rd 310}S aduaTUaAUog 
0 0 07S T 0°S6 61 0°08 91 0°02 b 0 8404S 4489049 
¥ “baa Sm ode Stimeeebosg ©) (5) bots ag Deas 2 beady. beady 
aT qesty{ddy ‘asuodsay ON Ssaa5y Of BT qTssadjy SysoTa f¢ 89sysoTa © - T yo0T@ T) 
ON VINITSST ATTsSe] 


SJITAYSS 40 ALI IIGISSIIOV 40 344930 GNV SJONVISIG =69-¥ 378V1 


TABLE A-70: LOCATION OF STORE WHERE RESPONDENTS DO THEIR 
MAJOR GROCERY SHOPPING (more than $20.00)* 


Frequency wy 4 
Mohawk Road va Oat) 
Limeridge 6 30.0 
Upper Gage 1 3.0 
Upper James 1 2.0 
Shops all around 1 520 
a !lU 20 ~—=—«100.0 


* Fifteen (75.0%) of the respondents said they do a major grocery 
shopping once per week, 3 (15.0%) reported they shop once every 2 weeks 
and 2 (10.0%) said they shop once per month. 


TABLE A-71: HOW RESPONDENTS GET TO THE GROCERY STORE 


Frequency obey 
Respondent drives self 16 80.0 
Respondent walks 2 10.0 
Hamilton Street Railway 1 5.0 
Someone else drives* 1 Silt) 
ot a ee 20 ~=—«100.0 


* Father drives the respondent. 


TABLE A-72: LOCATION OF STORE WHERE RESPONDENTS PICK-UP SMALL ITEMS 
OO. Mike Bread 


Frequency mde % 
Stonechurch 7 45.0 
Mohawk 7 Soe 
Upper Paradise 2 10.0 
Upper James Hf Sten! 
Not specified 1 Da 


TABLE A-73: METHOD BY WHICH THE RESPONDENT USUALLY GETS TO THE STORE 
TO BUY SMALL ITEMS 
Frequency me 4 
Respondent drives self id S79 
Respondent walks 6 gl 26 
Respondent sends child 2 TORS 
Total 19 100.0 
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A-74: METHOD BY WHICH RESPONDENTS’ CHILDREN GET TO SCHOOL 


TABLE 


Frequency aes 
School bus 6 46.2 
Child walks 5 330 
Hamilton Street Railway 1 (eat 
Someone drives the child tl ries 
Ts ee ee ero 


TABLE A-75: RESPONDENTS’ FAMILY’S FREQUENCY OF PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 


SYSTEM USAGE* 


Frequency z 
Never take the bus 7 So.9 
Once per week 4 Lee 
Only for emergencies 4 olive 
Daily 2 Piel 
Once per month 1 an 
Total = =Ssi(<i«é‘ia*S*«s 


* Thirteen of those who use public transportation stated the bus stop 
is at the end of their lane. 


TABLE A-76: HOW OFTEN DOES A BUS PASS BY THE SITE? 


Frequency ney & 
Every 15 to 20 minutes 5 oeu5 
Every 1/2 hour S Ge | 
Not sure 5 potas) 
gta GC ek 


* Twelve of the 13 (92.3%) who use public transportation said only 1 
bus is needed to get downtown and 1 respondent (7.7%) wasn’t sure. 


TABLE A-77: HOW OFTEN DO RESPONDENTS TAKE THE BUS DOWNTOWN? 


Frequency ws 
Once per week 2 Sono 
4 times per week 1 Led 
Daily 1 16.7 
Once per month 1 16.7 
3 Times per month 1 L6.@ 
eee wee EE 6# 100.1 


* The remaining 12 respondents said they never use public transit to 
go downtown and 2 others didn’t know. 
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TABLE A-78: RESPONDENTS RATE PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SCHEDULING IN THEIR AREA 


Frequency =? 

Rating = 1 (very poor) 0 0.0 

2 Z 1524 

4 1 es 

=) ] Fad 

6 1 Teach 

8 2 1S.4 

10 (very good) 2 1524 

Respondent doesn’t know 4 SO a7 
a i ee ce i 


TABLE A-79: SHOULD THE BUS SERVICE BE CHANGED? 


Frequency Pf 
Yes 6* 46.1 
No 4 Uae 
Not sure 3 rea | 
ci eee ic 


* The six respondents suggested the following changes: better scheduling, 
better connections, more direct routes, extend the service, change 
the type of drivers. 


TABLE A-80: DOES LIVING IN THIS NEIGHBOURHOOD AFFECT RESPONDENTS’ ABILITY 
TO] GET EROS PEACE “10 PEACE TNOTHE OEY 


Frequency 7 

No il 7 35.0 
Yes S* Poy0 
Total 20 100.0 


> 


* Each of the 3 respondents said one of the following: it was easier to 
get around before, respondent does not have a car, and there is too 
much road construction going on. 


Ar, 


TABLE A-81; HAS LIVING IN NON-PROFIT HOUSING HAD ANY EFFECT 
ON RESPONDENTS’ LIFESTYLES? 


Frequency _&% 
No lifestyle effects 16 80.0 
Some effect 3 howe 
No answer 1 220 
mNisisl ate Masse fod 20 ~—=—«100.0 


TABLE A-82: IS THERE A CAR AVAILABLE FOR RESPONDENTS’ FAMILY’S USE? 


Frequency 74 

Yes 17* iskay5 18) 
No § 520 
Total 20 100.0 


* All 17 respondents noted that member of the family owns the car and 
there is parking space available on site. Sixteen of the 17 (94.12%) 
Sald the parking space is adequate while 1 said the garage is too small. 


TABLE A-83: DID NEIGHBOURS COME TO WELCOME RESPONDENTS INTO THE 
NEIGHBOURHOOD WHEN THEY FIRST MOVED IN? 


Frequency bese. 

No 14 70.0 
Yes 6* 30.0 
Total 20 100.0 


* Five of the six (83.3%) said they still keep in touch with the 
neighbours who welcomed them into the neighbourhood; the remaining 
respondent said he/she doesn’t keep in touch anymore because he/she 
works during the day. 


TABLE A-84: WOULD RESPONDENTS WELCOME NEW NEIGHBOURS INTO THE NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency at 

No 14* 70.0 
Yes 6 50.0 
Total 20 100.0 


* Reasons why respondents would not welcome new neighbours included: 
we’re not like that, we’re private people, we’re not community people, 
we do not go out of our way, we’re not the welcome wagon, and we’ve 
never done it before. 


TABLE A-85: AWARE OF ANY NEIGHBOURHOOD CLUBS OR ORGANIZATIONS? 


Frequency ay 4 
No 18 90.0 
Yes 1* SoU 
No answer given 1 520 
ac oe 20 ~=—=—«100.0 


* One respondent mentioned Neighbourhood Watch of which he/she is a 
member. 


TABLE A-66: DO RESPONDENTS EVER HAVE CASUAL CONVERSATIONS WITH NEIGHBOURS? 


Frequency y4 
Yes 19 95.0 
No 1 Se) 


TABLE A-87: FREQUENCY OF CASUAL CONVERSATIONS BETWEEN THE RESPONDENTS 
AND THEIR NEIGHBOURS 


Frequency er 
Daily 8 42.1 
Once per week 5 262s 
2 - 3 times per week 3 Poe 
Sometimes 2 T0os 
3 times per month 1 0 
i i ee rn. 


TABLE A-88: DO RESPONDENTS KNOW THE NAMES OF THE NEIGHBOURS ON EITHER 
SIDE OF THEM? 


Frequency ee & 

Yes 14 70.0 
No 6 30.0 
Total 20 100.0 


TABLE A-89: NUMBER OF FAMILIES THAT RESPONDENTS KNOW BY NAME 


Frequency ped § 
1 to 3 families 8 40.0 
4 to 6 families 5 25.0 
7 to 10 families 6 30.0 
All families 1 5.0 


TABLE A- 


TABLES A=9 |e: 


TABLE A=92: 
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90: DO RESPONDENTS VISIT WITH NEIGHBOURS IN THEIR HOMES? 


Frequency aaa 

Yes tS 65.0 
No 7 Rs ra 6 
Total 20 100.0 


HOW OFTEN DO RESPONDENTS VISIT IN THEIR NEIGHBOURS’ HOMES? 


Frequency r4 
Daily 4 30.8 
Once per week 2 hon4 
Once per month Z E54 
Once every 2 weeks 1 (eer 
Once only 1 rae, 
Frequently 1 vines 
No answer given 2 15.34 
Set ee 


NUMBER OF NEIGHBOURS RESPONDENTS HAVE INVITED INTO THEIR HOMES 


Frequency me 
2 neighbours 8 40.0 
3 neighbours 4 20.0 
0 neighbours > L520 
1 neighbours 2 10.0 
5 neighbours 1 Sele 
Whomever drops in 1 ew) 
No answer given 1 ye0 
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TABLE A-93: DO RESPONDENTS EVER EXCHANGE OR BORROW ITEMS? 


Frequency 4 

Yes 15* Jon 0 
No 5 20.0 
Total 20 100.0 


* Items borrowed included: tools, bandaids, groceries, recipes and 
Cigarettes. 


TABLE A-94: DO RESPONDENTS GO ON PICNICS, TO MOVIES OR DO OTHER 
THINGS WITH NEIGHBOURS? 


Frequency ew 
No ue) 7 od) 
Yes 4% 20.0 
No response given 1 S20 
ee | 20 «100.0 


* Activities included: dinner occasionally, out together 3 or 4 times 
per year, only sometimes and we go out weekly. 


TABLE A-95: HOW MANY NEIGHBOURS WOULD BE INVITED TO A PARTY HOSTED BY 
THE RESPONDENTS? 


Frequency 7 < 
No neighbours 5 Pood 
1 to 3 neighbours 9 45.0 
4 to 6 neighbours 5 15.0 
7 to 9 neighbours 1 D0 
10 or more neighbours 1 S20 
It depends 1 ou 
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TABLE A-96: TWELVE RESPONDENTS (60.0%) SAID THEY EXCHANGE BABYSITTING FAVOURS 


Daily 

Twice per week 

5 times per month 
Once per month 

1 - 2 times per year 
Occasionally 


No response 


Respondent Neighbour 
Babysits for Neighbour Babysits for Respondent 
Frequency m4 Frequency ae 4 
1 5S 2 WWS6 7 
2 thie. 2 Gree? 
Z Gee, ae ioe 7/ 
1 8235 0 0.0 
2 Wes 7 2 Was 7/ 
5 250 1 S25 
1 8.3 5 ZnO 
AK? 100.0 12 LOO! 


TABLE A-97: DO RESPONDENTS FEEL THEY COULD TALK WITH A NEIGHBOUR ABOUT 


* Reasons why resp 
included: we’re 
would talk to ot 


TABLE A-98: ARE 


THEIR WORRIES OR CONCERNS? 


Frequency eS 
Yes 13 rere!) 
No 6* $020 
No answer given 1 ara) 
Soe 20 ~=—«100.0 


ondents would not talk to a neighbour about worries 
not close, we keep to ourselves, it’s a waste of time, we 
her people. 


CURRENT NEIGHBOURS AMONG RESPONDENTS’ CLOSEST FRIENDS? 


Frequency ee 4 
No 16 80.0 
Yes 4 2020 
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TABLE A-99: FIFTEEN RESPONDENTS (75.0%) SAID THEY KEEP IN TOUCH WITH THEIR 
OLD NEIGHBOURS AND DESCRIBE THEIR RELATIONSHIP IN THE FOLLOWING WAY 


Frequency 74 
Pretty close, good relationship, 
very good, excellent, great 10 66.6 
Friendly terms, fairly good, 
casual 3 2020 
Not that close 1 6.7 
No response given 1 6.7 
Total 15 100.0 


TABLE A-100: METHOD OF CONTACTING OLD NEIGHBOURS 


Frequency mig) % 
Phone 8 Soe 
Visit in person 2 1320 
Letter 2 Lao 
Other 2 D525 
No answer 1 6.7 


TABLE A-101: FREQUENCY OF CONTACT WITH OLD NEIGHBOURS 


Frequency ey § 
Once or twice per month Z 46.6 
Once per week 2 Poco 
Once every 2 weeks 2 L525 
Once every 4 months 1 6.7 
Daily 1 6.7 
Rarely 1 63 F 
No response given t 6.7 
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TABLE A-102: ANY CHANGES IN THE RELATIONSHIP WITH FORMER NEIGHBOURS? 


Frequency z 

No ll 7336 
Yes 4k 26.6 
Total LS 99.9 


* ‘We are less involved now’. The reason cited for this is because 
they’re too far away now. 


TABLE A-103: NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS WHO HAVE CLOSE FRIENDS 
LIVING ON THE MOUNTAIN 


Frequency z 

Yes I 7 85:20 
No 3 15.0 
Total 20 100.0 


TABLE A-104: HOW FREQUENTLY DO RESPONDENTS SEE THESE CLOSE FRIENDS?* 


Frequency m4 
Once per week 8 ak 
Once per month 4 Zo. 
Once every 2 weeks 5 ie 
5 times per week 1 ee 
Other 1 S27 
Gia al  e ea 


* Three of the 17 respondents (17.62) said that their most recent change 
in place of residence has affected their relationship with these 
friends - ‘now they are too far away’. Respondents said they contact 
these friends by phone or through a personal visit. 


TABLE A-105: NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS WHO HAVE RELATIVES LIVING ON THE MOUNTAIN 


Frequency Pests % 
No 10 50.0 
Yes 9 45.0 
No response given 1 550 
ce = 20 =~=—«100.0 


TABLE A-106: FREQUENCY WITH WHICH RESPONDENTS TALK WITH THEIR RELATIVES* 


Frequency mm? 
Once or twice per week 9 45.0 
Once per month 6 30.0 
Daily 4 2080) 
No response given 1 eee 
6 er 20 ~=—«100.0 


* The majority of respondents (15, 75.0%) said they talk with their 
relatives by telephone while 3 (15.0%) said they visit with them 
personally (2 did not answer the question). 


TABLE A-107: HAS CONTACT WITH RESPONDENTS’ FAMILY MEMBERS CHANGED 
SINCE MOVING TO THEIR PRESENT RESIDENCE? 


Frequency ra & 
Remained about the same 12 60.0 
Contact is more frequent now 6 50.0 
Contact is less often now 1 Ded 
No response given 1 Shell 


TABLE A-108: REASONS WHY FREQUENCY OF CONTACT HAS BEEN ALTERED OR 
REMAINS THE SAME 


Frequency me 4 
No answer given 8 40.0 
No more long distance calls 3 evel 
Family is close 3 a) 
Same distance as before 2 10.0 
Now there is more space to visit 1 5/0 
Respondent drives to work with 
family 1 he! 
Family is farther away 1 cou 
Not sure why 1 etl 
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TABLE A-109: FIVE RESPONDENTS’ (RGI) FEELINGS ABOUT NON-PROFIT HOUSING 
AND ITS RESIDENTS 


No 
Always Sometimes Never Response* 


Freq. z Freq. 4 Freq. r4 Freq, 23% 


. Living in non-profit 


housing has helped give 
me a positive outlook 2 40.0 Z 40.0 0 1 20.0 
on life. 


. Without non-profit 


housing, it would have 
been difficult to 
provide a home for 
myself and my children. 


GA 
oO 
Oo 
=> 
— 
ine) 
(=>) 
=> 
(=>) 
_ 
fh 
(3 
fon) 


Living where I am now 

has @ademit adi fficult 

to maintain close 0 0 4 80.0 1 20.0 
contact with my family. 


. Even though other 


people know I live in 

non-profit housing, 5 60.0 1 20.0 0 1 20:50 
they treat me like 

everyone else. 


People in the neigh- 

bourhood resent the 

fact that the govern- 1 20.0 1 20.0 2 40.0 1 20:0 
ment is helping to 

make housing affordable 

for me. 


. Having affordable 


housing makes it 


difficult forme to 0 t 20.0 5 60.0 i 20.0 
feel part of the 
community. 


. Living where I am is 


so far from the 


grocery store, school, 0 2 40.0 2 40.0 1 20.0 
and other things I need. 

2 BIVENS atin this une 
makes me feel so 1 20.0 0 3 60.0 1 20.0 


isolated and alone. 


Continued.../A-88 


9. Other people who live 
in this neighbourhood 
have come to accept us 
as part of the neigh- 
bourhood. 


10.Living in non-profit 
housing gives me a sense 
of security: 


11.I feel a strong attach- 


ment to my home and 
neighbourhood. 


* One person did not answer 


TABLE A-109 


Always 


Freq. ri Freq. 


3 60.0 
4 680.0 
2 40.0 


each question. 


cont’d 


Sometimes 
z 


S 


k 


Never 
prega 

1 20. 

0 

0 


Freq. _& 
1 20. 
1 20. 
1 20. 
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TABLE A-110: FIFTEEN RESPONDENTS’ (LEM) FEELINGS ABOUT NON-PROFIT HOUSING 


No 
Always Sometimes Never Response* 


Pred quale st seed. eke regs ek ‘Freq... 2 
. Living in non-profit 

housing has given me 

a positive outlook i jae) 1 77 iS 86.7 0 

on life. 


I wish that there 
weren’t any subsidized 0 5 5o.0 10 66.7 0 
units in this complex. 


This non-profit housing 

has provided a home 

for me and my children. 6 40.0 4 2647 4 26.7 1 Tae. 
The government should 

build more of it. 


Because we pay rent, we 

should have our 

complaints or concerns lal hows 1 ded 2 Poco 1 Tul 
taken seriously. 


. Even though people know 

I live in non-profit 

housing, they don’t 5 35.0 0 9 60.0 1 V ak 
treat me any differently. 


. Because living here is 

a temporary measure, 

I don’t like to tell 0 0 LS 100.0 0 
people where I live. 


Living in non-profit 
housing gives me a 1 me 1 Toe 13 86.7 0 
sense of security. 


3. Living where I am 

now is so far from 

the grocery store, 0 1 ed | 14 93.3 0 
school and other 

things I need. 


ou feel.a strong 
attachment to my 7 46.7 
home and neighbourhood. 


RO 
= 
Lo) 
CW 
™NS 
+> 
a 
™ 
Oo 


TABLE A-111: BRIEF DESCRIPTORS OF HOW RESPONDENTS THINK OTHER PEOPLE 
WOULD DESCRIBE THE OUTSIDE OF THEIR BUILDING 


Frequency ae 

Looks nice, good, attractive 
fine, okay 16 80.0 
Backyard looks horrible 1 5.0 
No response given 2 10.0 
Don’t know 1 5.0 
Total 20 100.0 


TABLE A-112: BRIEF DESCRIPTORS OF HOW RESPONDENTS THINK OTHER PEOPLE 
WOULD DESCRIBE RESIDENTS OF NON-PROFIT HOUSING 


Frequency rs 
Not sure, don’t know 6 S020 
They receive government 
assistance, low income or 5 40.0 
low class 
They’re troublemakers 1 5.0 
They’re single parents 1 Sa) 
Like everyone else 1 5.0 
I have a healthy attitude 1 5:0 
They’re slobs 1 5a 
No response 1 550) 
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TABLE A-113: REASONS WHY THIRTEEN RESPONDENTS THINK OTHERS WOULD 


DESCRIBE NON-PROFIT HOUSING RESIDENTS IN A PARTICULAR WAY 


Be 
excl 


20-4 


2) al 


Frequency 

Stereotypes 3 

Residents receive assistance 3 

I’m not sure 3 

Police visit the units 1 

I’ve heard comments 1 

Most of these residents are 

not on subsidy 1 

Single mothers need it the most 1 
i 


TABLE A-114: DO RESPONDENTS THINK THESE DESCRIPTIONS ABOUT 


NON-PROFIT RESIDENTS WOULD BE ACCURATE?* 


Frequency ee; 2 

No 7 Doin of 
Yes 6 Mey 3 
Total Ss 100.0 


* Reasons why these 13 respondents answered yes or no included: not all 
these people are on assistance, most are working people, most are 

they’re not troublemakers, these 

people are respectable, only on low-end-of-market rent temporarily, 


single moms, some are on low incomes, 


and some appreciate it. 


TABLE A-115: RESPONDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS OF NEIGHBOURHOOD ACCEPTANCE OR 
REJECTION OF NON-PROFIT HOUSING 


I don’t know 
Reject non-profit housing 
Accept non-profit housing 


No response given 


Frequency 
8 


6 


Le) 


Cd 


TABLE A-116: 


ACCEPT NON-PROFIT HOUSING 


Decrease property values 
Not sure why 


A few people ruin things 
for others 


There is no choice available 
Scruffy people move in 
Looks nice 


We’re here 


Frequency 


2 


2 


REASONS WHY RESPONDENTS THINK NEIGHBOURS REJECT OR 


TABLE A-117: 
Always 
ok eee or ae 
. Having affordable 
housing has given me 3 60.0 
greater self-esteem/ 
confidence. 
Living in non-profit 
housing makes me feel 
guilty because the 3 60.0 


government is helping 
me find affordable 


housing. 


Living in non-profit 

housing gives me an 

opportunity to have 4 50.0 
housing like everyone 


else. 


0 


Sometimes 

Freq. rs 
1 XQ) 
1 20e 
0 


FIVE RGI RESPONDENTS’ FEELINGS ABOUT NON-PROFIT HOUSING 


No 
Never Responset 
Freq. rs Freq. rs 
0 il 2080 
0 1 20.0 
0 ] 20.0 


Continued. ../A-95 


on 


+ 


TABLE A-117 


Always 
Freq. v4 


PJ JELVing In fonaprorit 


housing makes me feel 
frustrated because I 0 
have to rely on the 
government’s assistance 

to obtain affordable 
housing. 


. Living where I am now 


gives me opportunity 

to live with other 1 20.0 
people who are in the 

same Situation as myself. 


. Living where I am now 


makes me feel as if I 
Will never get ahead 0 
in ies 


. Looking for affordable 


housing makes me angry 
because finding a place 2 40.0 
too livecds so hard. 


Living in non-profit 


housing helps me feel 3 60.0 
likecpart of the 
community. 


Living in non-profit 

housing makes me feel ] 2060 
different from other 

people in the neighbour- 

hood. 


One respondent consistently did not respond to these statements. 


cont’d 


Sometimes 
sd Soe 


Freq, 


eu, 


Zui 


20: 


ee 


Never 
Freq. 

5 60. 
3 60. 
3 60. 
l ZOR 
1 20. 
3 60. 


AHS 


0 


No 

Responset 
ReQ. oe 
1 20. 

1 PAO 

1 20 

if 20. 

1 20. 

1 20% 


1] 
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TABLE A-118: FIFTEEN LEM RESPONDENTS’ FEELINGS ABOUT NON-PROFIT HOUSING 


No 
Always Sometimes Never Response 


Freq. sa=, “Ene hoy CROGGN eae Pe ee 
. Having affordable 
housing has given me 
greater self-esteem/ 
confidence. 


Cl 
GW 
WN 
NI 


20G0 a 46.7 0 


CG 


. Living in non-profit 

housing forces me to 

live with people who 2 Loos 4 26.7 9 60.0 0 
aren’t like myself. 


. Living here has been a 

good way for me and my 

family to get a good 5 Son 
Start. in J ter 


ZO 6 40.0 0 


CU 
> 


Since living here is 

a temporary measure, 

I am willing to over- 6 40.0 o 
look small things 

that bother me. 


26.7 0 


CW 
WA 
CU 
> 


Ihis Unit is so. well 

constructed that I 

do not think of at 4 26a 1 6.7 10 66.7 0 
as non-profit housing. 


The rent I pay is not 

much lower than other 

units I have seen. I by) 
don’t know why I call 

it, “Non-prorit housing. 


Lo) 
WwW 
CG 
— 
an 

™N 
On 
un 
Ci 
Cc 
— 
on 


Because finding an 

affordable place to 

live is so hard, they 8 5On0 4 26:31. 2 ESed 0 + 
should build more 

Units like this. 


After living here a 

while, you can tell 

which people live in r 46.7 4 26.7 4 26.7 0 
the subsidized units 

and which ones don’t. 


‘ 1 respondent said ‘don’t know’. 


TABLE A-119: FOURTEEN RESPONDENTS’ IDEAS ABOUT MAINTAINING SUPPORT FOR 
NON-PROFIT HOUSING AND CHANGING THOSE WHO ARE OPPOSED TO NON-PROFIT HOUSING 


Frequency mony 4 
Information 5 214 
Education 2 14.3 
Can’t do anything 2 ras 
Importance of integration Z NaS 
Need more communication 1 Ice | 
Need better management 1 rae 
Break the labels 1 Pak 
Not sure 1 rie 
Have a review committee 1 Fal 
Te  . 6. 99.8 


TABLE A-120: DO PEOPLE’S VIEWS ABOUT NON-PROFIT HOUSING AFFECT RESPONDENTS? 


Frequency 7é 

No 13 65.0 

Yes 3 1S) 8. 

No response given 5 0 
The views will 

affect me now 1 5.0 


TABLE A-121: RESPONDENTS LIST CHANGE(S) THAT THEY'’D LIKE TO SEE 
HAPPEN TO OTHER PEOPLES’ ATTITUDES 


Frequency ae} 
More community tolerance 5 eae G] 
No response given 4 20.0 
Put an end to stereotypes 3 [5.8 
Nothing 2 L030 
Not sure, indifferent, haven’t 
thought about it 4 2070 
Need more responsibility 1 oa0 
Need to change managment 1 omg 


APPENDIX B - MUNICIPAL NON-PROFIT NEIGHBOURS 


i) Letter Introducing Study 
ii) Follow-up Letter 
iii) Questionnaire 
iv) Thank You Letter 
v) Findings 
vi) Tables 


vii) Suggestions About How Non-Profit Housing 
Could Be Best Fitted Into Residential Neighbourhoods 


viii) Solutions/Suggestions to the Problem of 
Affordable Housing in Hamilton 


ix) General Comments 
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The Social Plannin 
& Research Counce sisianitosanccieve 


155 James St. S., 6th Floor, Hamilton, Ontario L8P 3A4 Telephone: 522-1148 


i) Letter Introducing Study 


Dear MNPH Neighbour: 


The Social Planning and Research Council of Hamilton and District 
conducting an impact assessment of non-profit housing in the Hamilton area, 


project fully funded and supported by the City of Hamilton. 


As a homeowner in the Hamilton area, your views and opinions about non- 
profit housing are extremely important to this study, and we would, therefore, 


like the opportunity to interview you. 


The interview would be arranged at your convenience and would involve 
about 20 minutes of your time. Speaking to one of our research assistants 
would give you an opportunity to express your views about non-profit housing. 
All of your answers will remain anonymous. We will be contacting you within 


the next couple of weeks to set up an interview with you. 


If you have any questions about the interview, please feel free 
contact me at the above address and phone number. We look forward to meeting 


Vous 


Sincerely, 


Research Coordinator, 


Social Housing Impact Study 


A United Way Member Agency 


The Social Plannin 
& Research Councl of Hamilton and District 


155 James St. S., 6th Floor, Hamilton, Ontario L8P 3A4 Telephone: 522-1148 


Bx2 


ii) Follow-Up Letter 


Dear MNPH Neighbour: 

We have previously sent you a letter informing you that the Social 
Planning and Research Council of Hamilton and District is currently conducting 
a study about community attitudes to non-profit housing. 


Presently we are contacting several people in your neighbourhood by 
telephone in order to set up either personal or telephone interviews. 


Since your telephone number is unpublished, we have attempted to make 
this contact in person by dropping by your home, and have been unsuccessful in 
our attempts to reach you. 

We’ do not- Wish to- intrude” weon your “privacy so if ‘Your care atau 
interested in participating in our study either in person or by telephone, 
please feel free to contact one of the research assistants at 522-1148. 


Thank you for your time. 


Sincerely, 


Research Coordinator, 
Social Housing Impact Study 


A United Way Member Agency 


iii) Questionnaire B- 


SOCIAL HOUSING IMPACT STUDY: NEIGHBOURHOOD QUESTIONNAIRE 
INTERVIEW TIME: 


WwW 


1. We are interested in your opinion about locating community support 
services in your neighbourhood. How do you feel about placing... 


a) Legal and financial services in your area? Are you 
In favour (3) 

Indifferent (4) 

Opposed (5) 

Don’t Know (10) 


b) Drop-in Centres? Are you 
____ In favour (3) 
__ Indifferent (4) 
_ Opposed (5) 
____ Don’t Know (10) 
c) Recreation Services? Are you . 
Seen avout ws) 
_ Indifferent (4) 
Opposed (5) 
Don’t Know (10) 


d) Health Centres? Are you 
Poe Tye favour Ss) 
_ Indifferent (4) 
Opposed (5) 
Don’t Know (10) 


e) Day care nurseries? Are you . 
= in favour (3) 
____ Indifferent (4) 

Opposed (5) 

Don’t Know (10) 


2. Now that we know how you feel about locating some community support 
services in your neighbourhood, we would like to know your opinion about 
locating specific community support services in your neighbourhood. 

a 2S NERC 1) ee 

Don’t 

How do you feel about... In Favour Indifferent Opposed Know 
a. Legal aid clinics 


GW 
> 
on 
— 
(a) 


An accountant’s office 3 4 5 10 
A lawyer’s office 5 4 5 10 
Youth legal services 3 4 5 10 
b. Mental health drop-in centers 3 4 5 10 
Seniors drop-in centers &) 4 o 10 
Youth drop-in centers 3 4 5 10 
Centers for the homeless 3 4 5 10 


UWA 
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Are you 
Don’t 
How do you feel about... In Favour Indifferent Opposed Know 
c. A community recreation center 5 4 5 10 
Youth recreation services s) 4 5 10 
Seniors fitness programs x 4 5 10 
Children’s day care centers 5 4 5 10 
ds "A doctor sof fice 3 4 5 10 
A public health clinic 3 4 5 10 
A dentist’s office 3 4 5 10 
A geriatric health center 3 4 5 10 
a) Assuming land is available, are there any particular community support 
services you would prefer having located in this neighbourhood? 
___ No (If no, go to Question 4a) 
et. MES 
b) “What types of services would those te? 24.) 5 25-0.) = = owes 
a) Are there any particular community support services you are opposed to 
having located in this neighbourhood? 
____ No (If no, go to Question Sa) 
=e ees 
b) (If Yes) What types of community services are those? _ =e 
a) We are especially interested in your feelings about non-profit housing 
and the next few questions relate to this issue. (Non-profit housing 
refers to any site either built by the government or the private sector 
specifically designed to meet the needs of people who have lower than 
average incomes. This often includes subsidized units or the 
offering of lower-than-market-value rents.) Are you aware of any non- 
profit housing in the Hamilton area? 
.... ‘No (If no, go to. Guestion ca) 
ee aes 
b) Can you tell me where any of these non-profit sites are? 


INTERVIEWERS PLEASE NOTE: 


B= 3 


6. a) Are you aware of any non-profit housing specifically in your 
neighbourhood? (Within five blocks) 
So Noe (if Wo. do to Ouestion .74) 
a) RS 
b) Where in your area is that located? 
c) Do you know who the builder of that housing site was? 
©. Noe (If ne, go to question 6d) 
____ Yes 
WINO: oe ee C 
d) Do you know who manages that site? 


_ No (If no, go to Question 7) 
Yes 


FROM THIS POINT ON WHETHER RESPONDENT IS AWARE OF 


NON-PROFIT HOUSING IN THEIR AREA OR NOT. 


fom) 


What effects do you think the location of non-profit housing in your 


neighbourhood would have 


(if unaware) or has had (if aware)? 


The following statements express various opinons about non-profit housing 
and the people who live in that type of housing. Please tell me if you 
strongly agree (SA), agree (A), are neutral (N), disagree (D), or 


strongly disagree (SD) with the statement. 


Sara ae Na De nd Dhs 

a. Non-profit housing is a good 

way to help others find affordable 3 4 5 6 8 

housing. 
b. Increased government spending to 

build non-profit housing is a waste 3 4 5 6 8 

Gh tuakedol bars. 
c. Neighbourhood residents have nothing to 

fear from people who live in non- 

profit housing. 3 4 5 6 8 
d. All non-profit housing should be 

built in one specified area of the 3 4 5 6 $ 


city rather than spread throughout 
the Citys 


10. 


SA As Ne DS Sap. 
We need to adopt a far more 
tolerant attitude toward those people 
who are receiving financial assistance 3 4 5 6 8 


to find affordable housing. 

It is frightening to think of residents 
of non-profit housing living in this 
area. 


ce 

Lb 
wn 
a 
oo 


Residents should accept the 

location of non-profit housing in their 

neighbourhood to serve the needs of the 3 4 S 6 
local community. 


On 


I would not want to live next door 


to someone who lives in non-profit 5 4 5 6 8 
housing. 

People who live in non-profit 

housing should not be treated as 3 4 5 6 8 
outcasts of society. 

People who live in non-profit 

housing may be a bad influence on our 53 4 5 6 8 


children. 


If you had to describe your neighbourhood in five words, what would 
they be? 


If you had to list five descriptive words you associate with the term 
“non-profit housing" what would they be? 


Do you think that locating non-profit housing in your area would 
greatly increase or decrease traffic on residential streets? 
_ Increase (3) 
_ Decrease (4) 
Remain the Same (5) 
Don’t Know (10) 


ii. a) 


12. a) 


14. a) 


in. ead 


ets Yes 
n what way? 
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Would the location of non-profit housing in your area have any effect 
on the parking space available for you and your neighbours’ cars? 

No (If no, go to Question 12a) 

Yes 


Would your answer be the same if the non-profit housing had its own 
parking facilities? 
No 


Do you think that the location of non-profit housing will have any 
effect on property values inside the neighbourhood? 

No (If no, go to Question 13a) 

Yes 


What kind of effect would that be? 


Would the location of non-profit housing in your area affect noise 
levels in any way? 
Noe fe no, go to @uestion 14a) 


Do you think that the addition of non-profit housing would enhance or 
detract the visual appearance of your neighbourhood? 

enhance 

detract 

stay the same 


In what way? 


In your opinion, would the location of non-profit housing in your area 
encourage or discourage people from moving here ? 

Encourage (3) 

Discourage (4) 

Don’t Know (10) (If Don’t Know, go to Question léa) 


L6:. 


7a 


18. 


Le 


a) On the whole, do you think that non-profit housing would improve or 
detract from your general neighbourhood image? 

Improve (3) 

Detract (4) 

Depends on site (5) 

Don’t know (10) (If Don’t Know, go to Question 17a) 


On a scale of one to ten with one being least desirable and ten being most 
desirable, how would you rate the desirability of locating non-profit 
housing. . . from your home? 

a) Within, 07-22 b Oc tones Lindi fferents 2s 

b) Within 2-6 blocks 

c) Within 1 block 


a) Would you say that in general you support or oppose the location of 
non-profit housing in your neighbourhood? 

Support (3) 

Oppose (4) 

Indifferent (5) (If Indifferent, go to Question 19a) 

Don’t Know (10) (If Don’t Know, go to Question 19a) 


b) What would you identify as the main reason that you support/oppose the 
location of non-profit housing in your area? 


a) How would you describe the general image that you think is held by 
society of residents of non-profit housing? 


b) Do your own images or ideas about residents of non-profit housing 
differ in any way? 

No (If no, go to Question 19d) 

Yes 
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d) Have you ever met anyone who lives or has lived in non-profit housing? 
No (If no, go to either Question 20a or 23a) 
Yes 


e) Did they fit any of the descriptions you have given above? == 


QUESTIONS 20, 21 AND 22 ARE FOR THOSE RESPONDENTS WHO ARE UNAWARE OF NON- 
PROFIT HOUSING IN THEIR AREA. 


UNAWARE ! 


20. a) Do you think that residents of non-profit housing would fit well into 
your neighbourhood? 
No 
Yes 
____ No comment (3) (If no comment, go to Question 21a) 
b) Why or Why not? 


21. a) On the whole do you think that your neighbours would accept or reject 
residents of non-profit housing coming into the neighbourhood? 

Accept (3) 

Reject (4) 

Indifferent (5) (If Indifferent, go to Question 25a) 

Don’t Know (10) (If Don’t Know, go to Question 25a) 


22. a) If you found out that non-profit housing was being planned for your 
area, what would you do? (BE SURE TO PROBE FOR SPECIFIC ACTIVITIES) 


GO TO QUESTION 28 


B=10 


QUESTIONS 23, 24, 25, 26, AND 27 ARE SPECIFICALLY FOR THOSE RESPONDENTS WHO 
ARE AWARE OF NON-PROFIT HOUSING IN THEIR AREA. 


AWARE! 


23. a) Would you say that the non-profit housing in your area is well built? 
Does it look physically well constructed? 
~ Yes (If yes, go to Guestion 23c) 


ic Jao 
b) { not? 


c) Would you say that its building type fits well into the types of 
housing found in this neighbourhood? 
_ Yes (If yes, go to Question 244) 
No 


OL 
— 
= 
ai 
—< 
= 
oO 
ct 
-~ 


24. a) Would you say that the residents of the non-profit housing in your area 
fit into the neighbourhood? 
eNO 
a ES 
Don’t Know (10) (If Don’t Know, go to Question 25a) 


25. a) On the average, do you think that your neighbours have come to accept 
the residents of non-profit housing in their neighbourhood? 

Accept (3) 

Reject (4) 

Don’t Know (10) (If Don’t Know, go to Question 26a) 

No comment (5) (If No Comment, go to Question 26a) 


BY WNY WOULC VOU Say that) ee ee ee ee 


26. a) Are you aware of changes in your attitudes or behaviour since the non- 
profit housing was built in the neighbourhood? 

No (If no, go to Question 27) 

Yes 


b) Could yvousplease. describe: them: 0). 00. 


B=1t 


c) Are you aware of any changes in attitudes or behaviour of any member of 
your family since the non-profit heusing was built in the 
neighbourhood? 


bers) NOU. feno.. go. toediestion. 27) 


pea Yes 
d) Could you please describe them? 


27. a) How do you feel knowing that non-profit housing has been built in your 
neighbourhood? 


ASK EVERYONE 


28. In general, do you have any suggestions about how non-profit housing could 
be best fitted into residential neighbourhoods? 


29. a) Would your feelings about non-profit housing be any different if it was 
built by the government or the private sector? 
ree = NO 
Pe es 
Don’t Know (If Don’t Know, go to Question 30) 


30. There seems to be a problem in the Hamilton area surrounding the issue of 
affordable housing for low income people. Non-profit housing has been put 
forth as one solution to the problem. What would you identify as another 
solution to the problem of affordable housing? 


Bet 2 


31. Are there any other comments you would like to make about non-profit 
housing? 


E. Demographic Section 


1. Sex: Male (3) 


(DON’T ASK) Female (4) 


2. In what year were you born? 


(DON’T eee = 42015) fe Vale AS 8) 
ASK) ee ee) oe en) SL) 462 SONG T 
ES a IES) es See GO) 
PS see i ogee bile = OOM Loy 
Meee, OO 4) s) 
3. What is your current marital status? 
____ Never Married (4) ____ Separated (8) 
(ASK) ____ Widowed (5) __.. Divorced (11) 
Remarried (6) , Married (12) (include living 


together) 


4. What was the last grade or level of schooling you completed? 

No formal schooling (3) 

Some elementary school (4) 

Completed elementary school (5) 

Some secondary school (6) 

Completed secondary school (8) 

Some college (11) 

Completed college (12 

Some university (13) 

Completed university (14) 
undergraduate degree 
graduate degree 


5. a) Which of the following categories best apply to you? 
Full-time homemaker (3) (Go to Question 6a) 
Full-time worker (4) 
Part-time worker (5) 


c) How many hours a week does that involve? 


6. a) (IF MARRIED [include living together]) Is your spouse currently 
employed? 
Yes 


b) What kind of work does your spouse do? 


c) Is that full or part-time? 
Full-time (3) (If full-time, go to Question 8) 
Part-time (4) 


d) How many hours a week does that involve? 


7. What would you say is the main reason that your spouse is not currently 
employed? 
(ASK) re. lilness: (3) 
Laid-off (4) 
Full-time homemaker (5) 
Spouse could not find suitable work (6) 
Other, specify (7) 


8. a) Are there any children living in the home now? 
eS 5 wee. 
Now») “it fo. Go, to Guestion 9) 


b) How many are living with you? 


c) What are their ages? (Specify years or months) 


Chiid 1. pes Se Child 7 us 
Ciitiidier o> 6 5 ie Ko a 
Crile dingy a1 Cihtid 6 
d) Do you have regular day care for your child(ren)? 
‘oe 
Noes. it Nooo toe Question 2) 


e) What does that involve? 


“co 


a) Where did you live before you moved here? 


b) Was that a house, apartment or townhouse? 


c) How long did you live there? 


d) Was that shared accommodation? 


cases? 


. a) Where were you born? 


ae Canada (3) (Go to Question lic) 


tans OENGrs ISOC] RV: Cle tte cee ote ee ee ee ee 
b) How long have you lived in Canada? 


c) How long have you lived in the Hamilton area? 


a) Would you say that your estimated income for 1986 would be . 
(Respondent only) 
(5000 (3) 


(DON’T 5,000 — 9,000 (4 


ASK) LO,000"= 14,999 


) 

( 

1a ,OCC 2 sia aes @ 
20,000 - 24,999 (8 

( 

( 

( 

1 


23 OOOMN= 29999 
S50) (00) = Se) BS) 
40,000 - 49,999 
50,000 or more ( 


b) FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
Distance from site 


TIME INTERVIEW COMPLETED: 


The Social Plannin 
& Research Counc cienitorenccis 


155 James St. S., 6th Floor, Hamilton, Ontario L8P 3A4 Telephone: 522-1148 


iv) Thank You Letter 


Dear MNPH Neighbour: 


Thank you for taking the time to speak to me about community social 
support systems and non-profit housing. 


Your views and opinions will help us gain a better understanding about 
how people in your area feel about non-profit housing. 


If you have any questions about your interview, please feel free to 
contact me at 522-1148. 


Sincerely, 


Research Assistant, 
Social Housing Impact Study 


A United Way Member Agency 


v) Findings 
a) Demographics 

Eighteen neighbours around the municipal non-profit housing site were 
interviewed, ten (55.6%) male and eight (44.4%) female (Table B-1). A 
majority of the respondents were between the ages of 26 and 40, with four 
(22.2%) between 26 to 30 years, four (22.2%) between 31 to 35 years and six 
(33.3%) between 36 to 40 (Table B-2). Sixteen (88.9%) neighbours were 


married, one (5.6%) had never married and one (5.6%) was widowed (Table B-3). 


Four (22.2%) respondents had received some secondary school education 
while eight (44.4%) had completed secondary school. Six respondents obtained 
a post-secondary education with one (5.6%) completing college, four (22.2%) 
receiving an undergraduate degree and one (5.6%) obtaining a graduate degree 


(Table B-4). 


Thirteen (72.2%) neighbours were full-time workers while five (27.82) 
were full-time homemakers (Table B-5). Three (23.1%) of the full-time workers 
were involved in processing and related occupations and another three (23.12) 
respondents worked in the service sector (Table B-6). Over sixty percent of 


the full-time employees worked over forty hours per week (Table B-7). 


Fifteen (83.3%) neighbours responded that their spouses were employed 
outside the home (Table B-8). One (5.6%) spouse, not employed outside the 
home was full-time homemaker (Table B-12). Occupations in health, sales, and 
processing and related activities were each held by three (20.02) spouses 


(Table B-9). Twelve (80.0%) of the spouses were employed full-time and three 


(20.0%) were employed part-time (Table B-10). Two of the part-time employees 


worked 20 hours (33.3%) and 25 hours (33.3%) respectively (Table B-11). 


Twelve (66.7%) neighbours had children living at home (Table B-13). The 
number of children per family ranged from one to three, with five (41.72) 
families having only one child (Table B-14). While the children’s ages ranged 
from less than one year to 22 years and over, a small majority of children 
(27.3%) were between 6 and 10 years old (Table B-15). Regular day care was 


not used or not necessary for any of the neighbours (Table B-16). 


When asked where they had lived before, twelve (66.7%) respondents 
answered ‘Hamilton’, with five specifying Hamilton Mountain (Table B-18). The 
majority of neighbours (15, 83.3%) had lived in a house while the others had 
resided in an apartment or townhouse (Table B-19). Six (33.3%) respondents 
had lived at their previous residence between 2 and 5S years and another six 
(33.3%) had lived there between 6 and 10 years (Table B-20). When asked 
whether they had shared their previous accommodation, only four (22.22) 


respondents answered ‘yes’ (Table B-21). 


One half of the neighbours had moved less than five times since the age 
of sixteen (Table B-22). Seven (38.9%) respondents cited ‘upgrade housing’ 
as their main reason for moving in most of the cases. Job related reasons and 


marriage accounted for another seven (38.9%) responses (Table 8-23). 


B-168 


Eleven (61.12%) respondents were born in Canada while seven (38.9%) were 
born outside the country (Table B-24). For those born outside of Canada, the 
majority (4, 57.1%) had been in the country between 11 to 20 years (Table B- 
25). One third of all respondents had lived in Hamilton for ten years or less 


(Table B-26). 


The annual income of the eighteen neighbours ranged from between $15,000 
to. $19-00G)-to $50.000; plis. The income category of $40,000 to $49,999 was 
cited by five (27.8%) respondents while four (22.2%) respondents stated that 


their estimated annual income for 1986 was $50,000 plus (Table B-27). 


Of the eighteen neighbours interviewed, 7 (38.9%) lived within 1 block of 


the site and 11 (61.1%) lived within 2 blocks. 


b) Perspectives on Community Support Services 

Neighbours were strongly in favour of locating legal and financial 
services, recreation services, health services and day care nurseries in their 
neighbourhood. Recreation and health services were supported by sixteen 
(88.92) of the eighteen neighbours. Drop-in centers were favoured by seven 


(38.7%) neighbours, with five (27.8%) neighbours opposing (Table B-27). 


A majority of the more specific community support services received a 
fairly high ‘in favour’ response with the exception of mental health drop-in 
centers and centers for the homeless. Seven (38.9%) respondents favoured the 


location of a mental health drop-in center. However, the same number 


(7,38.9%) opposed the location of this support service in the neighbourhood. 
Eight (44.42) respondents were opposed to the location of a center for the 
homeless with only one-third of the neighbours in favour of locating it in the 


neighbourhood (Table B-30). 


Eleven (61.1%) respondents indicated that there were services they would 
prefer having located in their neighbourhood (Table B-31). Five (45.52) 
neighbours preferred a recreation/community center (Table B-32). Twelve 
(66.7%) respondents opposed the location of certain community support services 
(Table B-33). Non-profit housing and centers for the homeless were each 
mentioned by two (16.7%) respondents, while non-profit housing was mentioned 


by three (25.0%) neighbours (Table B-34). 


c) Perspectives on Non-Profit Housing 

A majority of the respondents (16, 88.9%) were aware of non-profit 
housing in the Hamilton area (Table coe While a number of sites were 
mentioned, five (31.3%) neighbours identified Stonechurch Road and three 
(18.8%) neighbours identified Limeridge Road as locations of non-profit 


housing sites in the Hamilton area (Table B-364). 


Twelve (66.7%) respondents were aware of non-profit housing specifically 
in their neighbourhood (Table B-37). Stonechurch Road was identified by eight 
(66.7%) neighbours as being the location of the non-profit site (Table B-38). 
Four (33.3%) respondents stated that they knew the builder of the site (Table 


B-39) and each provided a different name (Table B-40). Two (16.7%) neighbours 


indicated that they knew the manager of the site (Table B-41) and both 


provided different names (Table B-42). 


Fifteen respondents (83.4%) agreed or strongly agreed that non-profit 


housing is a good way to help others find affordable housing (Table B-43). 


Seven (368.92) respondents agreed that increased government spending to 
build non-profit housing is a waste of tax dollars. However, eight (44.52) 


respondents disagreed with this opinion (Table B-43). 


Nearly three-quarters (13, 72.2%) of the respondents disagreed that all 
non-profit housing should be built in one specified area of the city rather 


than spread throughout (Table B-43). 


Eleven (61.1%) respondents agreed that we need to adopt a far more 
tolerant attitude toward those people who are receiving financial assistance 


to find affordable housing (Table B-43). 


A large proportion (13, 72.2%) of the respondents disagreed with the 
opinion that it is frightening to think of residents of non-profit housing 
living in the neighbourhood. However, one-half of the neighbours disagreed 
with the opinion that neighbourhood residents have nothing to fear from people 


who live in non-profit housing (Table 8-43). 


Eight (44.4%) respondents agreed that residents should accept the 
location of non-profit housing in their neighbourhood to serve the needs of 
the local community, compared to six (33.3%) respondents who disagreed or 


strongly disagreed with the opinion (Table 8-43). 


Almost one half (8, 44.5%) of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed 
that they would not want to live next door to someone who lives in non-profit 
housing. This compares with six (33.3%) respondents who disagreed with the 


opinion (Table B-43). 


The majority of respondents (16, 88.9%) agreed that people who live in 


non-profit housing should not be treated as outcasts of society (Table 8-43). 


A large number of respondents (11, 61.1%) disagreed that people who live 


in non-profit housing may be a bad influence on our children (Table B-43). 


Three (16.7%) respondents felt that the location of non-profit housing 
has had or would have no effect on the neighbourhood. However, eight (44.42) 
respondents Télt @that the “Mocation of “non-profit Nousing .in “their 
neighbourhood has decreased or would decrease the value of their property. 
Another effect, cited by three (16.7%) neighbours was that the children of 
non-profit housing were a bad influence on neighbourhood children. ‘Run down 
neighbourhood’ and ‘police needed more often’ were each cited by two (11.12) 


respondents as other effects (Table B-44). 


When asked about traffic, eight (44.4%) respondents thought that locating 
non-profit housing in their area would increase traffic on residential streets 
while nine (50.0%) respondents felt it would remain the same (Table B-45). 
Seven of the eight (87.5%) respondents felt that the traffic increase would be 


due to the increased number of people in the neighbourhood (Table B-46). 


Seven (38.9%) neighbours thought that non-profit housing in their area 
would affect the parking space available for them and their neighbours (Table 
B-47). Five (71.4%) respondents explained that this would simply be due to a 
greater number of cars in the neighbourhood (Table B-48). When asked if their 
answer would be the same if the non-profit housing had its own parking 
facilities, four (57.1%) replied ‘yes’ and three (42.9%) replied ‘no’ (Table 
B49) Of the four respondents whose answer would remain the same, three 
(75.0%) stated that there still would be too many cars in the neighbourhood 
and one (25.0%) stated that cars would continue to park on the street (Table 


B=50) 2 


Fifteen (83.3%) of the eighteen respondents thought that non-profit 
housing in their area would affect property values (Table B-51). All of these 


respondents said that property values would decrease (Table B-52). 


Ten (55.6%) neighbours felt that the addition of non-profit housing in 
their neighbourhood would affect noise levels (Table B-53). Increased noise 
levels due to more traffic was cited by three (30.0%) respondents as one way 


in which noise levels would be affected (Table B-54). 


Bees 


Thirteen (72.2%) respondents stated that the addition of non-profit 
housing would detract from the visual appearance of their neighbourhood (Table 
eats ie Five (38.5%) of the thirteen respondents explained that the 
neighbourhood would become rundown if the non-profit housing site was not 
maintained properly (Table B-56). Eleven (61.1%) neighbours felt that non- 
profit housing would detract from their general neighbourhood image (Table B- 
57). Four (36.4%) of these respondents feared that their neighbourhood would 
be stereotyped, while five (45.5%) other respondents were afraid that the 


neighbourhood would become rundown (Table B-58). 


When asked whether the location of non-profit housing would encourage or 
discourage people from moving to their area, thirteen (72.22) neighbours said 
it would discourage others (Table B-59). Although four (30.1%) of these 
respondents gave no reason why this would happen, three (23.1%) other 
respondents said that this would occur because society has negative attitudes 


toward non-profit housing (Table B-60). 


Respondents were asked to rate on a scale from one to ten (with one being 
least desirable and ten being most desirable) the desirability of locating 
non-profit housing within seven to twelve blocks, within two to six blocks, 
and within one block from their home. The most frequent response given for 
within seven to twelve blocks was between four to seven, or somewhat 
desirable. However, the most frequent response given for within two to six 
blocks and within one block from their homes was in the least desirable range, 


that is a rating between one to three (Table B-61). 


Seven (38.9%) respondents supported and seven (38.9%) respondents opposed 
the idea of locating non-profit housing in their own neighbourhood (Table B- 
62). While various reasons were given by those respondents who were opposed, 
Six (85.7%) of the respondents who would support the location of non-profit 
housing in their neighbourhood, gave ‘assisting the needy’ as their reason 


(Table B-63). 


When asked to describe the general image held by society of residents of 
non-profit housing, a variety of responses were given. Pour Ze ees) 
respondents said that residents of non-profit housing were ‘looked down upon’ 
and four (22.2%) other residents mentioned that these residents were on 
welfare or were dependent on the social assistance program (Table B-64). When 
asked if their own ideas about non-profit housing residents differed in any 
way, thirteen (81.32%) respondents said ‘yes’ (Table B-65). The two most 
frequent responses stated by three (23.1%) neighbours to the question of how 
their own ideas differed were that they did not look down on non-profit 
housing residents and that they did not prejudge them (Table B-66). Sixteen 
(85.9%) of the eighteen respondents stated that they had met someone who 
either lives or has lived in non-profit housing (Table B-67). Ten (62.52) 
respondents felt that the person they had met fit the descriptions they had 
given earlier, with four of these respondents further qualifying this by 


stating that the description that fit was a positive one (Table B-68). 


Both the respondents who were aware and those who were unaware of non- 


profit housing in their own area, were asked whether they thought residents of 


B=20 


non-profit housing would fit or do fit into their neighbourhood. Four (66.7%) 
of the neighbours who were unaware of nearby non-profit housing felt that the 
residents would fit into their neighbourhood (Table B-69) and three (75.0%) of 
them explained this answer by stating that the residents would mix in well 
with the current neighbours (Table B-70). Of the neighbours who were aware of 
non-profit housing in their area, eight (66.7%) did not know whether the 
residents fit into the neighbourhood, two (16.7%) felt they did fit in and two 
(16.7%) said that it depends on the individual (Table B-71). The two 
respondents who felt that the residents fit into the neighbourhood indicated 
that the neighbours were very friendly and that there were young families with 


children in the neighbourhood (Table B-72). 


Of the six respondents who were unaware of non-profit housing, three 
(50.0%) believed that their neighbours would reject the residents of non- 
profit housing coming into their neighbourhood, one (16.7%) felt that the 
neighbours would accept them, and two (33.3%) respondents didn’t know (Table 
B-73). One respondent (33.3%) felt that neighbours would reject residents 
because of the negative image society has of non-profit residents and another 
respondent (335.3%) cited decrease in property value as a reason for rejection 


(Table B-74). 


When asked what they would do if they found out that non-profit housing 
was being planned for their area, three (50.0%) respondents stated that they 
would not do anything, one (16.7%) would contact their alderman, one (16.72%) 


would wait and see, and one (16.7%) would support it (Table B-75). 


Six (50.0%) of the respondents who were aware of non-profit housing 
didn’t know whether their neighbours had come to accept the residents in their 
neighbourhood, while four (33.3%) of the respondents felt that the residents 
have not been accepted (Table B-76). Decrease in property values, neighbours 
being unable to relate and others neighbours having said that they rejected 
residents, were reasons given by three separate respondents as to why they 
felt their neighbours have not accepted the residents of non-profit housing in 


their neighbourhood (Table B-77). 


When asked whether the non-profit housing in their area was well built 
and looked physically well constructed, eight (66.7%) respondents replied 
‘yes’ and three (25.0%) replied ‘no’ (Table B-78). Two (66.7%) of the three 
respondents who said ‘no’ stated that the non-profit housing was not appealing 


while the other respondent (33.3%) felt that it had been built too quickly 


(Table B-79). 


Eight (66.7%) respondents felt that the type of non-profit housing did 
not fit well into the types of housing found in the neighbourhood, while four 
(33.32) respondents felt that it fit well into the neighbourhood (Table 8-80). 
Of the eight respondents who stated that the building type did not fit in 
well, four (50.0%) explained that the townhouses looked out of place in a 
neighbourhood of primarily single houses and two (25.0%) respondents stated 


that the building type looked institutional (Table B-81). 


Respondents were asked if they were aware of any changes in their 
attitude or behaviour since the building of non-profit housing in their 
neighbourhood. Six (50.0%) respondents reported that they were not aware of 
any changes, while four (33.3%) respondents said that changes had occurred 
(Table B=62). The four respondents described the resulting changes as 
follows: one (25.0%) became less accepting, one (25.0%) wanted to move, one 
(25.0%) felt sorry for neighbours because their property values had decreased 
and the other respondent (25.02) developed a negative attitude after 
witnessing the behaviour of children who lived in the non-profit housing 
(Table B-83). Only one (8.3%) respondent was aware of changes in the 
attitudes of family members (Table B-84). This change was described as a less 
accepting attitude due to the increase of traffic and the number of police 


calls to the neighbourhood (Table 8-85). 


When asked how they felt knowing that non-profit housing had been built 
in their neighbourhood, four (33.3%) respondents gave negative answers, while 


six (50.0%) respondents said that it didn’t bother them (Table B-386). 


Eleven (61.1%) neighbours stated that their feelings about non-profit 
housing would not be any different if it was built by the government versus 
the private sector, while five (27.8%) neighbours did feel it would make a 
difference (Table B-87). Of the five respondents who indicated that their 
feelings would be different, four (80.0%) preferred the private sector and one 
(20.0%) respondent felt that non-profit housing would be better built by the 


government (Table B-838). 


vi) Tables 


TABLE B=] 225EX 


Male 


Female 


Frequency Be 4 
10 55.6 
8 44.4 
16 100.0 


TABLE B-2: AGE 


TABLE B23: 


Married 
Never married 


Widowed 


Frequency 3 
4 2222 
4 Bee 
6 Soo 
1 5.6 
1 D6 
Z Lael 
ig 00.0 


MARITAL STATUS 


Frequency er 4 
16 88.9 
1 Sete 
1 5.6 


TABLE B-4: LEVEL OF SCHOOLING 


Frequency 4 
Some secondary school 4 Co ae 
Completed secondary school 8 44.4 
Completed college 1 5.6 
Completed university - Undergraduate Degree 4 ooae 
Completed university - Graduate Degree 1 5.6 
Pi Seas mene 2 


TABLE B-S: WORK STATUS 


Frequency ef 

Full-time worker 13 Tene 
Full-time homemaker 5 27.8 
Total 18 100.0 


TABLE B-6: TYPE OF WORK 


Frequency Ags, 
*Processing 3 Capen 
Service eS Loe 
Clerical 2 15.4 
Health related 2 15.4 
**Technological 2 15.4 
Managerial, 
administrative 1 ie 
ee eee Sed wr 


* Includes processing, machining and product fabricating, assembling 
and repairing. 

** Includes occupations in natural sciences, engineering, mathematics, 
social sciences, religion, arts, recreation. 


TABLE B-7: HOURS WORKED PER WEEK 


Frequency & 

30 - 40 Hours 5 38.5 
41+ Hours 6 oil. 8 
Total eS 100.0 


TABLE B-8:) “SPOUSE EMPLOYED? 


Frequency ri 

Yes ES Seas 
No 1 68 
Total 16 100.1 


TABLE B-9-. “SPOUSE S- 1 VPE OF WORK 


Frequency _s 

Health related 5 20.0 
*Processing 3 20.0 
Sales 3 20.0 
Clerical 2 Paes 
**Technological 2 aS 
Transportation 1 ops 
Service 1 fe ov 
jet eee 


* Includes processing, machining and product fabricating, assembling 
and repairing. 

** Includes occupations in natural sciences, engineering, mathematics, 
social sciences, religion, arts, recreation. 


TABLE B-10: SPOUSE EMPLOYED FULL-TIME OR PART-TIME? 


Frequency v4 

Full-time 12 30.0 
Part-time 3 2080 
Total 15 100.0 


TABLE B-11: NUMBER OF PART-TIME HOURS WORKED PER WEEK BY SPOUSES 


Frequency a) 
20 Hours 1 Jueo 
25 Hours 1 525 
Varies week to week 1 apie) 
ot oo, oo 99.9 


TABLE B-12: REASON SPOUSE NOT EMPLOYED OUTSIDE HOME 


Frequency * 
Homemaker 1 100.0 
Total 1 100.0 


TABLE B-13: CHILDREN AT HOME 


Frequency mow § 
Yes Ve 66.7 
No 6 $355.5 


TABLE B-14: NUMBER OF CHILDREN AT HOM 


Frequency ee % 
1 Child 5 41.7 
2 Children 4 S55 
3 Children 3 2520 
ee ee ie ia 


TABLE B-15: CHILDREN’S AGES 


z of Total 

Frequency Children 
Less than 1 Year 3 PS 
Leesa wears N) Lear 
6 = 10 Years 6 2A 
D1 estoriears 3 Beet 
lene 2S ears 2 Dd 
22 Years and Over 1 4.5 
a 2h 99.9 


* Table B-15 represents multiple responses. The above data is reported 
for the 12 respondents with children at home. 


TABLE B-16: REGULAR DAY CARE 


Frequency ae 


TABLE B-J18:. PREVIOUS PLACE OF RESIDENCE 


Frequency Z 
Hamilton Mountain 5 27.8 
Hamilton - North End 2 Wal st 
Hamilton - Area 
Not Specified 2 tit 
Hamilton - East End i 5.6 
Hamilton - West End 1 5.6 
Hamilton - Downtown Core 1 Sub 
Outside City of 
Hamilton but in 
Hamilton-Wentworth 2 ke orp 
Region 
Outside Hamilton- 
Wentworth Region 4 Dee 
Total 138 RO Gms 


TABLES B=19-s IYPE.OF RESIDENCE AT PREVIOUS LOCATION 


Frequency 7 
House iS sone 6) 
Apartment fe ibit al 
Townhouse i 5.6 


CU 
W 


TABLE B-20: LENGTH OF STAY AT FORMER RESIDENCE 


Frequency ke 
Less Than 2 Years g 16:7 
2 = 5) Years 6 oaa0 
6 = lO) years 6 SIS 
lh) los iears : oR 
16 - 20 Years 2 igi 
oe eee ea 


TABLE B-21: WAS THAT A SHARED ACCOMMODATION? 


Frequency rs 
Yes 4 Lene 
No i Gent 
Not specified § 16.7 
total =—s—<“<«*=‘CB:SC*«*«CNOOC 


TABLE B-22: NUMBER OF TIMES RESPONDENT HAS MOVED SINCE 16 YEARS OLD 


Frequency 4 
Less than 5 Times 9 Sag) 
5-9 Times 7 38.9 
10 = 14 Times Zz eles 
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TABLE B-23: MAIN REASON FOR MOVING IN MOST OF THE CASES 


Frequency ers 
Upgrade housing 7 So. 9 
Job related 4 eine 
Marriage S len% 
Financial gain 1 Sie 
More space 1 Sha 
Students 1 Dai 
No main reason 1 5.6 
ee ae 


TABLE B-24: WHERE WERE YOU BORN? 


Frequency ony * 

In Canada 11 61.1 
Qutside Canada i 36.9 
Total 16 100.0 


TABLE B-25: HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED IN CANADA? 


Frequency 7! 
eZ Uy ears 4 Df a tl 
Pil = S10) WEEUFS 2 28.6 
Sua OMVedtts 1 Aes 


TABLE B-26: HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED IN HAMILTON? 


Frequency any § 
10 Years or Less 6 Sou 
Di 20m Pals =) 2Pa0 
21 = SOR years 2 Lp ap 
SL = "40" years 3 Loos 
alo = SO (Sars 1 336 
Not specified 1 5.6 
— ae ee 


TABLE B-27: ESTIMATED ANNUAL INCOME FOR 1986 


Frequency Pat § 
$15,000) = ($135797 1 aa 
$20,000 - $24,999 1 SG 
S20, U0UC= 4S 29,929 2 1g ee 
S00, 000 =7 $357 5077 2 Plat 
$40,000 - $49,999 a) 2228 
$50,000 plus 4 Dewe 
Not specified 2 ‘ee 
Don’t know 1 5.6 
Stier °° aiteunan Mitcens 


TABLE B-26: DISTANCE FROM MUNICIPAL NON-PROFIT SITE 


Frequency pe & 
Within 1 block 7 38.9 
Within 2 blocks | 61.1 
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TABLE B-31: ANY SERVICES YOU WOULD PREFER IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency rms 

Yes i oop | 
No i Syteey 
Total 16 100.0 


TABLE B-32: TYPES OF SERVICES PREFERRED IN NEIGHBOURHOOD 


Frequency 4 
Recreation/ 

Community Center 5 45.5 
Day Care Center 2 (ei 2 
School 2 heh, 
Parks 1 opel 
Services for the 

Elderly il ae, Sl 

Total 11 Welares 


TABLE B-33: ANY SERVICES OPPOSED TO HAVING IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency 74 
Yes 12 66.7 
No 6 3%) 4 0) 


TABLE B-34: TYPES OF SERVICES OPPOSED TO HAVING IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD 


Frequency z 
Centre for the Homeless 2 M7 
Non-profit Housing 2 16.7 


Non-profit Housing where all 


units are subsidized 1 S25 
Home for Single Mothers 1 8.35 
Mental Health Drop-In Centre 1 o.5 
Psychiatric Home 1 8.3 
Most Services 1 8.3 
Drug Rehabilitation 1 8.35 
Home for Juvenile Delinquents 1 a 
Youth Drop-In Center 1 8.3 
a ee eee 


TABLE B-S5S: AWARE OF ANY NON-PROFIT HOUSING IN HAMILTON? 


Frequency r4 
Yes 16 38.9 
No 2 teieel 


TABLE B-36: WHERE THESE NON-PROFIT HOUSING SITES ARE LOCATED 


Stonechurch Road 
Limeridge Road 

Rymal Road 

North End Hamilton 

Martha Street 

Hwy #53 and Upper Sherman 
On Mountain 


Upper Paradise 


Frequency 


5 


x 


2 


rs 


a 


20 


ca 


iw 


W 


TABLE B-37: ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY NON-PROFIT HOUSING IN YOUR 


Yes 


Frequency 
2 


NE TGHBOURHOOD? 


TABLE B-38: WHERE THESE NON-PROFIT SITES ARE LOCATED 


Stonechurch Road 
Upper Paradise 
Rymal Road 


Upper Horning 


Frequency 
6 


2 


| 


TABLE B-39: DO YOU KNOW THE BUILDER OF THE SITE? 


Frequency poe © 
No 7 ope ea 
Yes 4 SIS) 
Not specified 1 a 
Se i 99.3 


TABLE B-40: NAME OF THE BUILDER 


Frequency eas 

City of Hamilton 1 252-0 

Tykes Investment 1 2540 
Canada Mortgage and 

Housing Corporation ] 2500 

Not specified 1 25.0 

Total 4 100.0 


TABLE B-41: DO YOU KNOW WHO MANAGES THE SITE? 


Frequency pay & 
No 2 Fo yenl 
Yes 2 16.7 
Not specified 1 es) 
Mtb (oboe Aue Man 


TABLE B-42: NAME OF THE MANAGER 


Frequency 7 
City of Hamilton 1 S020 
Canada Mortgage and 
Housing Corporation 1 50.0 
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B-45 
TABLE B-44: WHAT EFFECTS DO YOU THINK NON-PROFIT HOUSING WOULD 
HAVE/HAS HAD ON NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency ré 
Decrease property value 8 44.4 


Children at non-profit 
Site are troublemakers 


GW 
— 
on 
™N 


No effects 5 Gee, 
Police needed more often 2 Th ie 
Rundown neighbourhood 2 1h ew 


Depends on how residents 


maintain home 1 Se 
Not a good area for non-profit 1 oad 
Depends on RGI:LEM ratio 1 S26 
Positive effect 1 oO 6 
Positive effect - educate 

neighbours 1 Se 
Increased burden on amenities 1 Sea) 
Worry about safety 1 a0 
Increased population density 1 36 
Oicimemd °° +» 2 ca 


* Table B-44 represents multiple responses. The above data is reported 
for 18 respondents. 


TABLE 8-45: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING AFFECT TRAFFIC? 


Frequency rs 
Remain the same 9 50.0 
Increase 6 44.4 
Decrease i Dae 
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TABLE B-46: WHY WOULD TRAFFIC INCREASE, DECREASE OR REMAIN THE SAME? 


Frequency he 
Remain the same 7 38.9 
*tIncreased population density Z 38.9 
Non-profit residents have 
no cars il 5.6 
Already a lot of traffic 1 5.6 
*New area - increase in people 
and traffic 1 Sib 
**More buses to serve people 1 5.6 
Total 16 NOG a2 


* Reasons given why non-profit housing would increase traffic. 
** Reason given why non-profit housing would decrease traffic. 


TABLE B-47: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING AFFECT PARKING SPACE? 


Frequency =. 
No 10 Sono 
Yes 7 58.9 
Don’t know 1 S26 
St) Se ee 


TABLE B-48: WHAT KIND OF EFFECT WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING HAVE 
ON PARKING SPACE? 


Frequency 7 
More people with cars living 
in neighbourhood 5 yd 
Non-profit residents would 
park on the street 1 hal 
Non-profit sites generally do 
not supply enough parking l 143 


space 
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TABLE 87492" [WOULD THE EFFECT BE JHE SAME JF NON-PROFIT SITE 
HAD ITS OWN PARKING? 


Frequency Ref 

Yes 4 Se Al 
No 3 ADS 
Total 7 100.0 


TABLE B-50: WHY WOULD THE EFFECT ON PARKING BE THE SAME IF THE SITE 
HAD ITS OWN PARKING? 


Frequency er 

Not enough parking for 
non-profit, too many cars 3 750 
Cars would still park on street 1 25:.0 
hola! 4 100.0 


TABLE B-S1: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING AFFECT PROPERTY VALUES 
INSIDE NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency 4 
ves es) Doo 
No ” Sug 
Depends 1 5.6 
Don’t know 1 5.6 
er te ten 


SADLER Bede. DESCRIBE THE EFFECT ON PROPERTY VALUES 


Frequency 74 
Decrease property values ES 93.8 
Depends if residents maintain 
property a Gas 


TABLE B-53: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING AFFECT NOISE LEVELS 
IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency aay 
Yes 10 SPR. 
No 6 Soa 
Don’t know 2 iT eas 
sta Gy Alene ee oot 


TABLE B-54: IN WHAT WAY WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING 
AFFECT NOISE LEVELS? 


Frequency he 

Noisier - more traffic 3 30.0 

Noisier 3 30.0 

Non-profit residents tend 

to party 2 ZOO 
Noisier - due to loud music 

from site 2 20.0 

Total 10 100.0 


TABLE B-SS: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING DETRACT OR ENHANCE THE APPEARANCE 
OF YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency & 
Detract es) Vane 
Depends 2 Pied 
Don’t know 2 sig Rapa 
Stay the same 1 3.6 


TABLE B-56: REASONS WHY NON-PROFIT HOUSING WOULD DETRACT OR ENHANCE 
NEITGHBOURHOOD’S APPEARANCE 


Frequency 4 
Detract 
Not maintained/become rundown ) Sos) 
Non-profit units generally ‘ugly’ design 2 L355 
If not single units, housing will look out of place fi 13.5 
No reason given 2 SPAS) 
Residents won’t maintain property 1 6.7 
Neighbours have no privacy 1 6.7 
Depends on whether residents maintain property 2 13.3 


TABLE B-S7: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING IMPROVE OR DETRACT 
FROM NEIGHBOURHOOD IMAGE? 


Frequency Bet 
Detract il lewd 
Depends on site S 16.7 
Don’t know 5 Ven? 
Improve 1 5.6 


TABLE B-58: REASONS WHY NON-PROFIT WOULD IMPROVE OR DETRACT 


FROM NEIGHBOURHOOD IMAGE 


re 


oO 
u. 


on 
(oN) 


Frequency 

Detract 
Non-profit site will become rundown 5 
If not single houses, would not fit it in 1 
Society has negative attitude toward non-profit 

housing - stereotyping 4 
Don’t know 1 
Improve - Need more children in the neighbourhood 

to ‘add some life’ 1 

Total 12 


TABLE B-59: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING ENCOURAGE OR DISCOURAGE 


MOVING INTO YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


. Frequency a % 
Discourage 1S Ponce 
Depends 2 ea 
Encourage 1 26 
Have no effect 1 Pa 
Don’t know 1 55.6 


PEQPLE FROM 


B=5! 
TABLE B-60: REASONS WHY NON-PROFIT WOULD ENCOURAGE OR DISCOURAGE OTHERS 


OO ..._;_ NEE EEUU RAGE VN VIOUVYYURAGE VIER 


FROM MOVING INTO YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD 


———-- rr ———————— eee 


Frequency z 

Discourage 

Discourage - no reason given 4 PAS, (0) 
Fear for resale value of home 2 12.5 
Appearance of non-profit deters people 1 6.3 
People don’t want non-profit housing in their 

backyard 2 1225 
Negative attitudes about non-profit housing 3 18.8 
Lack of privacy 1 6.3 
Encourage 
Encourage - mo reason given 1 (6 528) 
Depends on how the non-profit housing is integrated 1 6.3 
Depends on proximity of complex ] Go 
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TABLE B-62: IN GENERAL, WOULD YOU SUPPORT OR OPPOSE THE LOCATION OF 


NON-PROFIT HOUSING IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency & 
Support 7 58.9 
Oppose 7 58.9 
Indifferent 3 16.7 
Depends 1 SG 
a ee i 


TABLE B-63: REASONS WHY YOU WOULD SUPPORT OR OPPOSE THE LOCATION 
QF NON-PROFIT HOUSING IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD 


Frequency Z 

Support 
Assist needy 6 40.0 
Its necessary but do not put 

it in my backyard 1 6.7 
Oppose 
Decrease property values | 0 7 
Non-profit complexes have no 

style/poor design 1 6.7 
Non-profit residents are 

troublemakers 1 Gi. 7 
Neighbourhood will look 

rundown 1 Gee, 
Government shouldn’t be involved 1 6.7 
Increased noise 1 6.7 
Lack of privacy 1 6.7 
Depends on whether neighbours 

have input 1 6.7 
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TABLE B-64: DESCRIBE IMAGE HELD BY SOCIETY OF RESIDENTS OF NON-PROFIT HOUSING 


Frequency ma ® 
Look down on non-profit residents 4 2252 
Majority are lazy Z Ape 
Lower class 2 biel 
Abuse/dependent on the social 
assistance program 2 fi 
On welfare 2 ue 
Negative image 1 me) 
Discriminatory 1 a6 
They do not maintain their homes 1 See 
Society has a distorted image 1 Sede 
Don’t know 2 iS ew 
S Jotslee ip) 0 ke eee 


TABLE B-65: DO YOUR OWN IDEAS DIFFER FROM SOCIETY’S VIEW? 


Frequency & 
Yes ss Slee 
No 3 iis, 7 


Bano 


TABLE B-66: IN WHAT WAY DO YOUR OWN IDEAS ABOUT NON-PROFIT RESIDENTS DIFFER? 


Frequency ah 
I don’t look down on non-profit residents 3 Zouk 
I judge people individually 3 25-0 
Hard for people to break out of the system 2 Lee 
Some fit the descriptions, some didn’t 1 Vee 
Most of the residents need assistance - just a few 
take advantage of the system i Dae 
Not as negative as society’s view 1 Ae 
More negative than society’s view 1 Te 
Non-profit residents are not lazy 1 hot 


TABLE B-67: HAVE YOU EVER MET A RESIDENT OF NON-PROFIT HOUSING? 


Frequency b 

Yes 16 88.9 
No te eleeel 
Total 18 100.0 


TABLE B=68: DID THEY FIT ANY OF THE PREVIOUS DESCRIPTIONS? 


Frequency 7 

Yes 6 S725 
Yes - fit the positive image 4 25.0 
Some fit, some didn’t 2 T2e5 
No 2 253 
Non-profit residents are like 

everyone else it G5 
No previous description 1 6.3 


TABLE B-69: WOULD NON-PROFIT RESIDENTS FIT INTO YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency oa 
Yes 4 66.7 
No 1 167 
Not specified 1 16:7 
“Tera. el = wae 6 100.1 


TABLE B-70: WHY NON-PROFIT RESIDENTS WOULD OR WOULD NOT FIT 
INTO NETGHBOURHOUD? 


Frequency r 
Residents would mix in well - neighbourhood is 
very diverse in terms of races/backgrounds 3 60.0 
Neighbours would adjust 1 20.0 
Non-profit residents would not fit in - no reason 
given 1 20.0 
Total 5 100.0 


TABLE B-71: DO THE RESIDENTS OF THE NON-PROFIT HOUSING FIT 
INTO YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency y§ 
Don’t know 8 66.7 
Yes (Be Wa. 7 
Depends 2 16.7 


eke 


TABLE B-72: REASONS WHY RESIDENTS OF NON-PROFIT HOUSING FIT OR DO NOT FIT 
INTO NEIGHBOURHOOD 


Frequency 7s 
Some residents fit in, some do not 2 50.0 
*Neighbours are nice - would get along with 
the residents 1 25.0 
*Many young families with children in 
neighbourhood 1 25:0 
Total 4 100.0 


* Reasons given why non-profit residents fit into neighbourhood. 


TABLE B-73: WOULD YOUR NEIGHBOURS ACCEPT OR REJECT 
NON-PROFIT RESIDENTS? 


Frequency ok 
Reject 3 50.0 
Don’t know 2 $325 
Accept 1 T6ie/ 
‘oo 8 6 100.0 


TABLE B-74: REASONS WHY NEIGHBOURS WOULD ACCEPT OR REJECT 
NON-PROFIT RESIDENTS 


Frequency hk 

Accept 
Neighbours would understand the needs of 

the residents 1 2550 
Reject 
Decrease property values 1 Pass AU) 
Reject - no reason given 1 Pass (0 
Society has a negative image of non-profit residents 1 25 0 
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TABLE B-75: WHAT WOULD YOU DO IF NON-PROFIT HOUSING WAS PLANNED 
FOR YOUR AREA? 


Frequency 7 
Do nothing 3 510) {8 
Contact Alderman and express 
my concerns 1 We). 7/ 
Wait and see 1 WGi7 
I would support it 1 LG. 9/ 
Total 6 100.1 


TABLE B-76: HAVE NEIGHBOURS COME TO ACCEPT THE RESIDENTS 
OF NON-PROFIT HOUSING? 


Frequency ake 
Don’t know 6 50.0 
Reject 4 5555 
Accept 1 aoe) 
Not specified 1 8.3 
“See oe ee eee 


TABLE B-77: REASONS FOR ACCEPTANCE OR REJECTION OF NON-PROFIT RESIDENTS 


Frequency 4 
Reject 
Decrease property values ] 20.0 
Neighbours unable to relate to residents 1 20.0 
Other neighbours said that they reject the 
residents so I do too 1 PAGO 
Reject - No reason given 1 20.0 
Accept 
Accept - No reason given 1 20.0 
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TABLE B-78: JIS THE NON-PROFIT HOUSING IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD WELL BUILT? 


Frequency a? 
Yes 8 66.7 
No 5 pon 
Don’t know 1 Bie 
“total =—s—(<ié‘“‘é‘w;*S*S*S*«COOL 


TABLE B-79: WHY IS THE NON-PROFIT HOUSING IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD 
NOT WELL BUILT? 


Frequency 4 

Not appealing 7 66.7 
Built too quickly l Sone 
Total 16 100.0 


TABLE B-80: DOES THE NON-PROFIT BUILDING TYPE FIT INTO THE NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency 7 

No 8 66.7 
Yes 4 Som 
Total ie 100.0 


TABLE B-81: REASONS WHY THE NON-PROFIT BUILDING TYPE DOES NOT FIT 
INTO NEIGHBOURHOOD 


Frequency re 
Townhouses look out of place in a neighbourhood 
of primarily single houses 4 50.0 
Non-profit housing looks ‘institutional’ 2 25.0 
Apartments look out of place in neighbourhood of 
primarily single houses 1 L235 
Units look strange next to large homes 1 12,5 


B-60 


TABLE B-82: ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY CHANGES IN YOUR ATTITUDE SINCE NON-PROFIT 


HOUSING WAS BUILT? 


Frequency 4 
Yes 4 S540 
No 6 50.0 
Not specified 2 16.7 
“total =——(itsté=‘“‘«é‘«ia:*S*~*«sOL 


TABLE B-83: DESCRIBE THE CHANGE IN YOUR ATTITUDE 


Frequency ri 

Due to non-profit children’s behaviour - developed 
a negative attitude 1 25°20 

Feel sorry for neighbours because property 

values decreased 1 Zou 
Want to move away i BS) 0 
Less accepting of non-profit housing 1 25.0 
Total 4 100.0 


TABLE B-84: AWARE OF ANY CHANGES IN FAMILY MEMBERS’ ATTITUDES 


Frequency ae 
No 8 66.7 
Not specified 3 29:0 
Yes 1 a) 
“jotal =—s—“(<‘éslt«~S*~*~*«ROO 


TABLE B-85: DESCRIBE CHANGE IN FAMILY MEMBERS’ ATTITUDES 


Frequency hk 
Less accepting because of 


increases in traffic and ] 100.0 
number of police calls 


ak 


TABLE B-86: HOW DO YOU FEEL KNOWING THAT NON-PROFIT HAS BEEN BUILT 
IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency ey 4 
It doesn’t bother me 6 50.0 
Tedone tiie it 2 16.7 
No comment ie Warn 7 
Feel we have lost the value 
of our home 1 a 
A little resentful 1 8.3 
Total Ne 100.0 


TABLE B-87: WOULD YOUR FEELINGS BE ANY DIFFERENT IF NON-PROFIT HOUSING 
WAS BUILT BY GOVERNMENT OR PRIVATE SECTOR? 


Frequency mene 
No bi ol ot 
Yes 5 27.8 
Don’t know 2 IB; 
Total =——(itsti“‘«é‘sSSC*~*«éO 


TABLE B-88: REASONS FOR HAVING OR NOT HAVING A PREFERENCE 


Frequency 4 
No difference 10 62.5 
Prefer private sector 5 18.8 
Prefer private - would maintain 
site 1 6.3 
No difference - against idea 
of non-profit housing 1 6S 
Better built by government 1 6.3 
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vii) Suggestions About How Non-Profit Housing Could Be Best Fitted Into 
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Residential Neighbourhoods 
Build a smaller number of units in one location. 
Non-profit housing should not be built at all. 

The appearance/design of the complexes should be enhanced. 


The public should be educated about social housing so that they have a 
greater understanding of it. 


Single houses as non-profit units should be built rather than townhouses. 


A co-op program would be appropriate - residents must work to keep up the 
appearance of their homes. 


Social housing should be integrated throughout the city. 
Neighbours must be given the opportunity to voice their concerns. 
Non-profit housing is just fine the way it is. 


Increase security/police patrol in neighbourhoods that have non-profit 
housing. 


Locate the non-profit housing in areas that are already rundown. 


Solutions/Suggestions to the Problem of Affordable Housing in Hamilton 


Applications for non-profit housing should be screened carefully in order 
that only those people who really need it get a unit. 


Mortgages should be interest free. 

Low income people should receive a rent subsidy/shelter allowance. 

The government should provide assistance to low income people for only a 
few years. There must be a program put in place that will motivate these 
people to make it on their own. 

Non-profit housing is the best solution. 

We need more high volume apartments. 


The government should review social assistance programs. 


The government should subsidize units that already exist rather than 
building new complexes/units. 
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ix) General Comments 


1. Society must be educated/made more aware about the housing crisis in the 
area and the need for social housing. 


2. Social assistance programs must be overhauled. Only those people who 
really need assistance should receive it. 


Cd 


Non-profit housing should be built so that both residents and neighbours 
are comfortable with it. 


4. It is unfair that the best of materials are used to build non-profit 
units. It is very frustrating for those of us who must work for what we 
have. 


5. Hamilton is a working class city where people are very tolerant of social 
housing. 


6. Non-profit housing residents must learn to respect their units/property. 


7. Non-profit housing must be well maintained by either the residents or the 
provider. 


8. Non-profit housing is a harmful government policy. 
9. I support non-profit housing as it is badly needed in this city. 


10. There should be a screening process put in place in order that only those 
people who really need social housing get a unit. 


11. Non-profit housing should be built in one specified area of the city. 


12. Integration in high income neighbourhoods causes resentment, both by the 
non-profit residents as well as the neighbours. 
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The Social Plannin 
& Research Counc civenicnansosre 


155 James St. S., 6th Floor, Hamilton, Ontario L8P 3A4 Telepnone: 522-1148 


i) Letter Introducing Stud 


Dear PNPH Neighbour: 


The Social Planning and Research Couricil of Hamilton and District is 
conducting an impact assessment of non-profit housing in the Hamilton area, a 
project fully funded and supported by the City of Hamilton. 


As a homeowner in the Hamilton area, your views and opinions about non- 
profit housing are extremely important to this study, and we would, therefore, 
like the opportunity to interview you. 


The interview would be arranged at your convenience and would involve 
about 20 minutes of your time. Speaking to one of our research assistants 
would give you an opportunity to express your views about non-profit housing. 
All of your answers will remain anonymous. We will be contacting you within 
the next couple of weeks to set up an interview with you. 


If you have any questions about the interview, please feel free to 
contact me at the above address and phone number. We look forward to meeting 
you. 


Sincerely, 


Research Coordinator, 
Social Housing Impact Study 


A United Way Member Agency 


The Social Plannin 
& Research Councl of Hamilton and District 


155 James St. S., 6th Floor, Hamilton, Ontario L8P 3A4 Telephone: 522-1148 


Cae 


ii) Follow-Up Letter 


Dear PNPH Neighbour: 

We have previously sent you a letter informing you that the Social 
Planning and Research Council of Hamilton and District is currently conducting 
a study about community attitudes to non-profit housing. 


Presently we are contacting several people in your neighbourhood by 
telephone in order to set up either personal or telephone interviews. 


Since your telephone number is unpublished, we have attempted to make 
this contact in person by dropping by your home, and have been unsuccessful in 
our attempts to reach you. 

We do not wish to intrude upon your privacy so if you are at all 
interested in participating in our study either in person or by telephone, 
please feel free to contact one of the research assistants at 522-1148. 

Thank you for your time. 


Sincerely, 


Research Coordinator, 
Social Housing Impact Study 


A United Way Member Agency 


iii) Questionnaire 


The questionnaire for this group was identical to the one used in the 
Municipal Non-Profit Housing Neighbours subgroup [see Appendix B iii) 
Questionnaire, Pages B-3 to B-14]. 


The Social Plannin 
& Research Councl of Hamilton and District 


155 James St. S., 6th Floor, Hamilton, Ontario L8P 3A4 Telephone: 522-1148 
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iv) Thank You Letter 


Dear PNPH Neighbour: 


Thank you for taking the time to speak to me about community social 
support systems and non-profit housing. 


Your views and opinions will help us gain a better understanding about 
how people in your area feel about non-profit housing. 


If you have any questions about your interview, please feel free to 
contact me at 522-1148. 


Sincerely, 


Research Assistant, 
Social Housing Impact Study 


A United Way Member Agency 


v) Findings 
a) Demographics 
Of the 13 respondents interviewed, a total of seven (53.8%) were female 
and six (46.2%) were male (Table C-1). Ages ranged from 26 years to over 65 
years, with a large majority (9, 69.2%) of respondents over the age of 45 
years (Table C-2). Ten (76.9%) respondents were married, one (7.7%) person 
had never been married, and the remaining two (15.4%) were widowed or 


Separated (Table C-3). 


Respondents’ level of completed education ranged broadly, from some 
elementary school to completion of a university graduate degree. The largest 
group, having three (23.1%) members, had completed secondary school (Table C- 


4). 


A total of seven (53.8%) respondents worked full-time and four (30.82) 
worked part-time. One (7.7%) respondent was retired and one (7.7%) respondent 
was a full-time homemaker (Table C-5). Of the 11 employed respondents, five 
(45.5%) held processing and related occupations. Teaching and occupations in 


the service sector were each reported by two (18.2%) respondents (Table C-6). 


The largest proportion of respondents, numbering five (45.5%) worked 


between 30 to 40 hours per week (Table C-7). 


Of the ten married respondents, eight (80.0%) had spouses who were 


employed outside of the home. Six (75.0%) spouses were full-time employees 


C-6 


and two (25.0%) were employed part-time. One spouse, who worked part-time, 
worked 30 hours per week, while the hours worked by the other part-time 
employee were not specified (Tables C-8, C-10 and C-11). Service sector and 
technological occupations were each reported for two (25.0%) spouses (Table C- 
9). The one (10.0%) spouse, not employed outside the home, was retired (Table 


Ca12)e 


Seven (53.8%) respondents stated they had children at home, while five 
(38.5%) had no children living at home (Table C-13). Of the seven 
respondents with children at home, three (42.9%) had only one child, one 
(14.3%) had two children, two (28.6%) had three children and one (14.32) had 
four children (Table C-14). The children ranged in age from between one to 
five years to twenty-two years and over with one-third of the children between 
16 to 21 years (Table C-15). None of the seven respondents with children at 


home had regular day care for their children (Table C-16). 


Twelve (92.3%) of thirteen respondents cited the City of Hamilton as 
their previous place of residence, with seven specifying the Hamilton Mountain 
area (Table C-17). Seven (53.8%) respondents had lived in a house and the 
remaining six (46.22) had lived in either an apartment, a townhouse, or a 


condominium (Table C-18). 


The greatest percentage of respondents (5, 38.5%) had lived in their 
former residence for between six to ten years (Table C-19). Three (23.12) 
respondents had shared their previous accommodations, while eight (61.5%) did 


not (Table C-20). 


ay 


Of the thirteen respondents, five (38.5%) respondents had moved less than 
five times since age 16 (Table C-21). Five (38.5%) respondents cited job 
related reasons for moving in most of the cases with four (30.8%) moving to 
upgrade their housing or to increase the amount of living space. Three 
(23.02) other respondents explained that marriage, restlessness or several 


different reasons prompted them to move in most of the cases (Table C-22). 


Nine (69.2%) of the respondents were born in a country other than Canada, 
with four (44.4%) of these respondents having lived in Canada between 11 to 20 
years and three (33.3%) between 31 to 40 years. The remaining two (22.32) 
respondents had been in the country less than five years and 21 to 30 years 


respectively (Tables C-23 and C-24). 


Of the thirteen respondents, all but one (7.72%) had lived in Hamilton for 
more than ten years, with five (38.5%) residing in the City between 11 to 20 
years. One (7.7%) person resided in Hamilton’ for between 21 to 30 years while 
the remaining six (46.2%) had been in the area for over 30 years. (Table C- 


2S): 


The estimated annual income for 1986 ranged evenly from less than 
$5,000.00 to $50,000.00 plus, as reported by nine (69.2%) of the thirteen 


respondents. Four (30.8%) respondents declined to respond (Table C-26). 


Eight (61.5%) respondents lived within one block of the private non- 
profit housing site and the remaining five (38.5%) lived within two blocks of 


the site (Table C-27). 


b) Perspectives on Community Support Services 
In terms of locating support services within the neighbourhood, 
respondents were generally in favour of all the support services listed (Table 
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Of a number of specific support services mentioned, at least 50 percent 
of the respondents favoured the location of each support service in their 


neighbourhood with one exception, mental health drop-in centers (Table C-29). 


Seven (53.8%) respondents felt that certain community support services 
were preferred within the community with two (28.6%) of them citing services 


for the elderly as the most preferred type of services (Tables C-30 and C-31). 


Six (46.2%) respondents were opposed to the location of certain community 
support services in their neighbourhood (Table C-32). A number of different 


services were mentioned by respondents (Table C-33). 


c) Perspectives on Non-Profit Housing 

Of the 13 respondents, 11 (84.6%) were aware of non-profit housing in 
Hamilton, with the remaining two (15.4%) respondents either unaware or did not 
respond to the question (Table C-34). Non-profit housing sites most 
frequently cited by respondents included the Caledon Avenue site (4, 36.4%) 
and Limeridge Road site (3, 27.3%). Other sites noted by the remaining four 
respondents included Stonechurch Road, Wentworth Street South, Congress Court, 


and the downtown core (Table C-35). 


When asked whether they were aware of non-profit housing specific to 
their immediate neighbourhood, seven (53.8%) of the thirteen neighbours were 
aware of non-profit housing in their neighbourhood, five (38.5%) had no 
knowledge of any site, and one (7.7%) person declined a response. All of the 
seven respondents aware of a site in the neighbourhood identified Caledon 
Avenue as the location (Table C-36). Of the seven respondents aware of the 
site, six (85.7%) did not know the builder of the site and six (85.7%) did not 


know the manager of the site (Tables C-37 and C-38). 


Of the perceived effects of non-profit housing in the neighbourhood, four 
(30.8%) of thirteen respondents felt that decreased property values would be 
the most prevalent outcome. Other respondents noted negative effects such as 
‘rundown neighbourhood’, ‘problems with children living in the non-profit 
housing’, and ‘increased crime rate’ while three (23.0%) felt that there would 


be either no affect or an improvement in social development. 


In terms of expressing various opinions about non-profit housing, eleven 
(84.6%) persons agreed that non-profit housing is a good way to help others 
find affordable housing. Seven (53.8%) of the respondents did not feel that 


non-profit housing is a waste of tax dollars (Table C-40). 


The majority of respondents (6, 46.2%) agreed that they need not fear 
people in non-profit housing and eleven (84.6%) respondents did not feel 
frightened at the thought of residents of non-profit housing living in the 


area (Table C-40). 


Seven (53.8%) respondents disagreed that non-profit housing should be 
built in one area of the city versus being spread throughout the city. Eight 
(61.5%) respondents agreed that residents should accept non-profit housing as 


servicing the needs of the local community (Table C-40). 


Ten (76.9%) neighbours agreed that residents of non-profit housing should 
not be treated as outcasts of society. Only one (7.7%) person agreed that 
non-profit housing residents may be a bad influence on our children. Three 
(23.1%) respondents would not want to live next door to a non-profit house, 


while six (46.2%) did not see this as a problem (Table C-40). 


In terms of the effect of non-profit housing on traffic on residential 
streets, seven (53.8%) neighbours felt traffic would increase. All seven of 
these respondents felt traffic would increase due to an increased number of 


automobiles in the area. Five (38.5%) other respondents said traffic would 


remain the same and one (7.7%) did not know (Table C-41 and Table C-42). 


Of the thirteen respondents, reaction was split regarding the perceived 
effect of non-profit housing on parking. Six (46.2%) respondents stated that 
parking would be affected, while six (46.2%) respondents felt that parking 
would not be affected (Table C-43). Those who felt that non-profit housing 
would affect parking stated that more people in the neighbourhood would also 
mean more cars that would require parking spaces (Table C-44). Only one 
(16.7%) respondent said that parking would still be affected if the non-profit 


housing site had its own parking facilities (Table C-45). 


Twelve (92.3%) respondents stated that the property values inside their 
neighbourhood would be affected by the location of non-profit housing in their 
neighbourhood. One (7.7%) neighbour did not respond. All twelve respondents 
felt that the location of non-profit housing would decrease property values 


inside the neighbourhood (Table C-46). 


Seven (53.8%) felt that noise levels would be affected, four (30.82) 
perceived no effect, one (7.7%) stated that it would be dependent on the site 
and one (7.7%) did not respond (Table C-47). According to the seven 
respondents, the increased noise levels would result from more children in the 


neighbourhood, parties and loud music from the site (Table C-48). 


Eight (61.5%) respondents felt that non-profit housing would detract from 
the appearance of the neighbourhood, while three (23.12) said that any effect 
on the appearance of the neighbourhood would depend on whether the site was 
properly maintained. Of these eleven respondents, three (27.3%) respondents 
felt that property values would depreciate and two (18.2%) felt that the 
neighbourhood would look too crowded if non-profit housing was located in the 
area. Another two (18.2%) neighbours indicated that the site would not be 


maintained and would become rundown (Tables C-49 and C-50). 


Six (46.2%) respondents felt that the location of non-profit housing in 
their area would discourage people from moving there. An additional five 
(38.5%) did not know and two (15.4%) neighbours stated it would depend on the 


non-profit housing site (Table C-51). When respondents were asked why they 


thought others would be discouraged from moving there, three (50.02) stated 
that the appearance of non-proft housing was the key factor, two (33.32) 
perceived negative social attitudes as the reason, and one (16.7%) explained 
that a neighbour had recently moved away because a non-profit housing site was 


located nearby (Table C-52). 


When asked to rate the desirability on a scale of one to ten (with one 
being least desirable and ten being most desirable) of locating non-profit 
housing within seven to twelve blocks from their home, six (54.5%) respondents 
rated this distance in the most desirable range, giving a rating between eight 
tov.ten- Four of the respondents felt this distance would be somewhat 


desirable, providing ratings between four to seven. 


The majority of respondents (7, 63.62%) felt that locating non-profit 
housing within two to six blocks from their homes would be somewhat desirable. 


Seven (63.6%) respondents viewed the location of a non-profit housing site 


within one block as least desirable (Table C-53). 


In terms of either supporting or opposing the location of non-profit 
housing in their neighbourhood, seven (53.8%) neighbours were ‘opposed’, five 
(38.6%) were in ‘support’, and one (7.7%) was ‘indifferent’ (Table C-54). 
Reasons cited in ‘support’ of non-profit housing included the need to assist 
low income persons in finding suitable accommodation and to support single 


women with low incomes. Reasons for opposition included, decreased property 


values, potential problems with non-profit housing residents, neighbourhoods 


becoming rundown and a required increase in taxes and government spending in 


order to provide non-profit housing (Table C-55). 


Of the thirteen respondents, nine (69.2%) felt that society has a 
generally negative image of non-profit housing residents, three (23.1%) did 
not know and one (7.7%) did not respond (Table C-S6é). Fave (55:62) 
respondents stated that their own images about non-profit housing residents 
differed from the general view, while three (33.3%) felt no difference and one 
(11.1%) did not know (Table C-57). Of the five respondents who differed in 
opinion, reasons for their alternative opinions included that they do not 
prejudge people (2, 40.0%), that their views are not as negative as society’s 
(1, 20.0%) and that they are not personally against people in non-profit 


housing (1, 20.0%) (Table C-58). 


Ten (76.9%) respondents had met someone who lives or has lived in non- 
profit housing, two (15.4.%) had not, and ‘one (7.7%) declined to respond 
(Table C-59). Five (50.0%) respondents stated that the non-profit resident 
fit the description given previously with one of them indicating that the 
resident fit a positive image. One (10.0%) respondent said some residents fit 
the description and some did not, and one (10.0%) respondent did not know 


(Table C-60). 


Of the six respondents who were not aware of non-profit housing in their 
neighbourhood, two (33.3%) felt that non-profit residents would fit into the 


neighbourhood and one (16.7%) felt they would not fit in well. [wo (33.32) 


respondents said some of the non-profit housing residents would fit in and 
some would not, and one (16.7%) did not respond (Table C-61). Of the three 
respondents who felt a definite positive or negative direction in terms of 
fit, two (66.6%) stated that non-profit housing residents are ‘like everybody 
else’, and one (335.3%) felt that non-profit housing residents would not fit in 


because they are ‘noisy and have low incomes’ (Table C-62). 


In terms of accepting or rejecting the residents of non-profit housing 
entering their neighbourhood, four (66.7%) respondents stated that the 
neighbours would reject non-profit residents, one (16.7%) was indifferent, and 
one (16.7%) declined a response (Table C-63). Two (50.02%) of the respondents 
indicated that the older people in the neighbourhood tend to be ‘fussy and 
judgemental’ as the reason that the neighbours would reject non-profit 


residents (Table C-64). 


When asked what they would do if they knew a non-profit housing site was 
being planned for their neighbourhood, two (33.3%) respondents stated they 
would need to get more information on the non-profit site, one (16.7%) said 
they would do nothing, one (16.7%) would move away, and one (16.7%) would wait 


and see whether or not the site was maintained (Table C-65). 


Of the seven respondents aware of non-profit housing in their 
neighbourhood, five (71.4%) reported that the non-profit housing was well 
built, while two (28.6%) respondents did not feel this housing was of good 


quality (Table C-66). Five (71.4%) respondents agreed that non-profit units 


fit well into the neighbourhood while two (28.6%) indicated that the non- 
profit housing did not fit well into the types of housing found in the 


neighbourhood (Table C-67). 


In terms of accepting or rejecting the residents of non-profit housing in 
the neighbourhood, four (57.1%) respondents stated that the neighbours have 
come to accept the residents, two (28.62%) reported that the neighbours have 
rejected the residents and one (14.3%) did not know (Table C-68). All four 
respondents who noted that the neighbourhood has come to accept the non-profit 
residents stated that they have had no previous problems with the residents of 


the non-profit housing site (Table C-69). 


Of seven respondents, six (85.7%) were not aware of any changes in their 
attitude or behaviour since the non-profit housing was built in the 
neighbourhood. One (14.3%) respondent who experienced an attitude change 


described the change as a positive one (Table €-70). 


Six (85.7%) of these respondents did not perceive a change in their 
family members’ attitudes towards non-profit housing and the remaining one 


(14.3%) respondent did not know (Table C-71). 


When asked how they felt knowing that non-profit housing had been built 
in their neighbourhood, three (42.9%) were not bothered by it, one (14.3%) 
stated that the site was there first so they could not complain, and one 


(14.3%) commented that needy people have to live somewhere (Table C-72). 


Of the thirteen respondents, six (46.2%) indicated that their feelings 
about non-profit housing would, in fact, be different if it was built by the 
government or the private sector. Four (66.72%) of these respondents would 
prefer that the government build this type of housing, while the remaining two 


(33.32) favoured the private sector (Tables C-73 and C-74). 


vi) Tables 


Male 


Female 


46-~ 


Sie pe 


b= 


60 


65 


TAL EUG = Tee SSE X 


Frequency ré 
6 46.2 

7 53.8 

13 100.0 


TABLE C-2: AGE 


Years 


Years 


Years 


Years 


Years 


Years 


Years 


66+ Years 


TABLE C=S; 


Married 


Never 


married 


Widowed 


Separated 


Frequency pose 
] Fad 

1 et 

1 eo, 

1 eT 

3 2oat 

3 Zone 

2 {S24 

1 Per 

1) 10074 


MARITAL STATUS 


Frequency [ost 4 
10 15.9 
1 Tea 
1 ews 
1 ede 


TABLE C-4: LEVEL OF SCHOOLING 


Frequency ony 
Some elementary school 2 15.4 
Completed elementary school i tad 
Some secondary school 1 Viel 
Completed secondary school 3 Fae | 
Don’t know 1 ocd 
Some college 1 Tal 
Completed college 2 15.4 
Completed university 
- Undergraduate Degree 1 Taf. 
Completed university 
- Graduate Degree i iad 
Seth 


TABLE C-5: WORK STATUS 


Frequency rs 
Full-time worker 7 Ser: 
Part-time worker 4 30.8 
Retired 1 Lah 
Full-time homemaker 1 rae 4 


TABLE C-6: TYPE OF WORK 


eX 


Frequency 75 
*Processing 5 45.5 
Teaching and 
related occupations 2 Lox 
Service 2 Nis Ze 
Clerical 1 Viol 
**Technological 1 ies 
Total 11 106.1 


* Includes processing, machining and product fabricating, assembling 
and repairing. 


** Includes occupations in natural sciences, engineering, mathematics, 
social sciences, religion, arts, recreation. 


TABLE C-7: HOURS OF WORK PER WEEK 


Frequency 4 
Less than 15 Hours S Bd aid 
30) 40) Hours 5 AS. 5 
41+ Hours 3 2h a9 
Baris ia wih, ec bacs. ox Woda 


WaABtEsCed: SPOUSE EMPLOYED? 


Frequency yA 
Yes 3 80.0 
No 1 VOe0 
Not specified 1 10.0 


TABLE €-9:; SPOUSE*S TYPE OF WORK 


Frequency pe & 

Service 2 25.0 
*Technological 2 Zon) 
Health related 1 bes: 
Sales 1 tei 
Clerical 1 feo 
Teaching 1 Nake) 
“A oe at es 8 100.0 


* Includes occupations in natural sciences, engineering, mathematics, 
social sciences, religion, arts, recreation. 


TABLE C~10:" “SPOUSE ERPCOVED FUEL =TIME SOR PARTS? INEZ 


TABLE Celie 


Frequency wet 

Full-time 6 7520 
Part-time Z 25.0 
Total 8 100.0 


NUMBER OF PART-TIME HOURS WORKED PER WEEK BY SPOUSE 


Frequency mt 

50 Hours 1 S020 
Not specified 1 50.0 
Total 2 100.0 


TABLE C-12: REASON SPOUSE NOT EMPLOYED 


Frequency hay § 
Senior Citizen 1 100.0 


TABLE C-13: CHILDREN AT HOME 


eee — 


Frequency r4 
Yes i S30 
No 5 a) Ses) 
Not specified 1 Mov 
wy) ||CCOG patito 


TABLE C-14: NUMBER OF CHILDREN AT HOME 


Frequency rs 
Ll. child s 42.9 
2 Children 1 14.3 
3 Children 2 28.6 
4 Children i 1423 
Cuties 7 ion 


TABLE C-15: CHILDREN'S AGES 


LAGT 10 tal 

Frequency Children 
I= 5) Years 1 (Sie HE 
6 - 10 Years 2 13.23 
Lia Wears 4 26.7 
Iter — 2 Veale 5 S545) 
22+ Years 3 PO) AG 
Total 15* 100.0 


* Table C-15 represents multiple responses. The above data is reported 
for the 7 respondents with children at home. 


TABLE C-16: REGULAR DAY CARE 


Frequency —* 


TABLE C-17: PREVIOUS PLACE OF RESIDENCE 


Frequency aa? 4 
Hamilton Mountain p cond 
Hamilton - East End 2 15.4 
Hamilton - Area not specified 2 15.4 
Hamilton - Central 1 hod 
Outside Hamilton-Wentworth Region l a. 
“Total i(itst=‘“‘éOéOC;*‘*S:S~~*#éOOOLO 


TABLE C-18: TYPE OF RESIDENCE AT PREVIOUS LOCATION 


Frequency may 
House 7 55.6 
Apartment 2 13.4 
Townhouse 5 ea | 
Condominium 1 Leff 
i ee eee 


TABLE C-19: LENGTH OF STAY AT FORMER RESIDENCE 


Frequency mre % 
Less than 2 years 2 135:.4 
2.7 Ne lears 2 15.4 
6 - 10 Years 5 Ys) 
i= Loe tears 2 15.4 
16+ Years 2 1354 


TABLE C-20: WAS THAT A SHARED ACCOMMODATION? 


Yes 
No 


Not specified 


Frequency 


oe 


. 
— 


TABLE C-21: NUMBER OF TIMES RESPONDENT HAS MOVED SINCE 16 YEARS OLD 


Less than 5 Times 
So 9. Times 

10 - 14 Times 
Several times 


Not specified 


Frequency 
5 


4 


2 


aah 
38.5 


0 


4 


TABLE C-22: MAIN REASON FOR MOVING IN MOST OF THE CASES 


Job related 
Upgrade housing 
More space 
Marriage 
Numerous reasons 
Restless 


Not specified 


Frequency 
5 


2 


2 


rs 


TABLE C-235: WHERE WERE YOU BORN? 


Frequency ks 

In Canada 4 30.8 
Outside Canada 9 69.2 
Total ie 100.0 


TABLE C-24: HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED IN CANADA? 


Frequency ie § 
10 Years or Less 1 1G eS 
tl = 20 Years 4 44.4 
Cle SOS ars 1 1 
31 - 40 Years 5 53.5 
Savini cplaeeane Pes ae 99.9 


TABLE C-25: HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED IN HAMILTON? 


Frequency sy * 
10 Years or Less 1 dash 
Li Veare 5 a) Fas) 
Zi a OO. ) Cats 1 Finil 
31 - 40 Years 5 2 Sind 
Sl Years or More 3 Zone 


TABLE C-26: 


TABLE C=27: 


TABLE C-28: 


Legal and Financial 
Services 


Drop-In Centers 
Recreation Services 
Health Services 


Day Care Nurseries 


ESTIMATED ANNUAL INCOME FOR 1986 


Less than $5,000 


$5,000 - $9,999 


$10,000 
$15,000 
$20,000 
$25,000 
$50,000 


$40,000 


$14,999 
$19,999 
$24,999 
$297,999 
$39,999 


$49,999 


$50,000 or more 


Not specified 


Within 1 Block 


Within 2 Blocks 


Frequency 


1 


0 


1 


i 


1 


1 


Frequency 


IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


“ 
a] 


oD 


Favour 2% 


(6ieio9 


(46.2) 


eo 
had, 


G. 


Te 


Tes 


re 


T. 


0 


7 


7 


7 


7 


2 


Indifferent 2% 


3.5) 


ne 


Opposed % 
0 

2 1554) 
Lh ea) 
 amierad ee 
ee UlSes) 


DISTANCE FROM PRIVATE NON-PROFIT HOUSING SITE 


HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT LOCATING THE FOLLOWING 


Total % 
13 (100.0) 
1S 4100. 1) 
13 (100.0) 
13 (100.0) 


13° (160.0) 


TABLE C-29: HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT LOCATING THE FOLLOWING SUPPORT 


IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


In Favour 2% Indifferent 2% 


Legal Aid Clinics 7 (6952) Osea) 
An Accountant’s Office Bel 2s) 4 (30.8) 
A Lawyer’s Office G N69 a2) 4° “(3059) 
Youth Legal Services tO eee) 2 52a) 
Mental Health Drop-In 

Centers 6) (46.2) Se Sa) 
Seniors Drop-In Centers 9 (69.2) 2. aU USe4) 
Youth Drop-In Centers 8. (6125) (eA a oye | 
Centers for the Homeless 7? ASSa8) 4 (30.8) 
Community Recreation Center 9 (69.2) 26 A SA) 
Youth Recreation Services 9 (69.2) A ae) 
Seniors Fitness Programs 9 (69.2) See oeY 
Children’s Day Care 

Programs FP CSsaey oS) iC2s20) 
A Doctor’s Office Ds oe) 4 (30.8) 
A Public Health Clinic TOM eae) 2 lomay) 
A Dentist’s Office oP (elas) 4 ~ (30.8) 
A Geriatric Health Centre 9 (69.2) S £0231) 


Opposed % 
Pal Saa) 
1 (77) 
0 

1 ey) 
4 §(3028) 
GES) 
S02 sy) 
OF Sod) 
2 (15.4) 
PY SC 
1 (Je7) 
Ses) 
0 

1 C7) 
1 (ie) 
1 C77.) 


C-26 
SERVICES 
Total % 
13:°(10020) 
13 (10020) 
13 (100.0) 


13 (100.0) 


13 (1C0a1) 
13 (10070) 
13 (100.0) 


13 (100.0) 


{S5. (i00ce) 
13. (10020) 


13 (100.0) 


13 (100.0) 


13 (10020) 
13 (10020) 
Loo (i0070) 


13 (100.0) 


TABLE C-30: ANY SERVICES YOU WOULD PREFER IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Yes 


Frequency 


eae 


C-27 


TABLE C-31: TYPES OF SERVICES PREFERRED IN THE NEIGHBOURHOOD 


Frequency me 
Services for Elderly 2 28.5 
Community Center 1 1g Wee) 
Day Care Centers 1 14.3 
Anything quiet LW 
Public Health Centers 1 1425 
Drop-In Centers 1 Tas 
SS ae eS ae 


TABLE C-32: ANY SERVICES YOU WOULD OPPOSE TO HAVING IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency tas 

No 7 So8 
Yes 6 46.2 
Total is 100.0 


TABLE C-33: TYPES OF SERVICES OPPOSED TO HAVING IN THE NEIGHBOURHOOD 


Frequency = * 
Non-Profit Housing 1 16.7 
Home for Juvenile Delinquents 1 Lo.7 
Drop-In Centers 1 [6.7 
Services Funded by Government 1 16.7 
Legal Services 1 Doce 
Day Care Centers i 1627 
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TABLE C-34: ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY NON-PROFIT HOUSING IN HAMILTON? 


Frequency a ¢ 
Yes i 84.6 
No 1 yey 
Not specified 1 Dae 
Total = =—Ss—<“<i«*‘“‘iS;:S*«COO 


TABLE C-35: WHERE THESE SITES ARE LOCATED 


Frequency meer 4 
Caledon Avenue 4 36.4 
Limeridge Road 5 228 
Stonechurch Road 1 ea 
Wentworth St. S. 1 ol 
Congress Court 1 Dad 
Downtown Core 1 val 
total —i(i‘i;:CSC:*« 


TABLE C-36: ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY NON-PROFIT HOUSING IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency caen: 
Yes 7* So.8 
No s 30.0 
No response 1 ey 
ota) ee 


* All 7 respondents stated the Caledon Avenue site. 


TABLE C-37: DO YOU KNOW THE BUILDER OF SITE? 


Frequency v4 

No 6 85.7 
Yes 1* 1473 
Total 7 100.0 


* The respondent stated Victoria Park Homes. 


TABLE C-38: DO YOU KNOW WHO MANAGES THE SITE? 


Frequency = + 

Yes 1* 14.3 
No 6 kee 
Total 7 100.0 


* The respondent indicated Victoria Park Homes. 


TABLE C-39: WHAT EFFECTS DO YOU THINK NON-PROFIT HOUSING WOULD 
HAVE/HAS HAD ON THE NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency 7 4 
Decrease in property values 4 30.8 
No effects ane” Lo4 
Rundown neighbourhood 2 15.4 
Children at non-profit housing 
site are troublemakers 1 gees 
Increased social development 1 Pod 
Increased crime rate 1 Loe 
Don’t know 1 7.7 
Not specified 1 V7 
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TABLE C-41: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING AFFECT TRAFFIC? 


Frequency aay % 
Increase ye 53.8 
Remain the same a Sao 
Don’t know 1 Tea 
We i ine 


TABLE C-42: WHY WOULD YOU SAY THAT TRAFFIC WOULD BE AFFECTED 
OR STAY THE SAME? 


Frequency ré 

*Increased population density 7 $8.35 

Would remain the same 4 Sie 
Remain the same - already 

a loteote traffic 1 8.3 

Total 12 99.9 


*Reason given why non-profit housing would increase traffic. 


TABLE C-435: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING AFFECT PARKING SPACE AVAILABLE 
FOR YOU AND YOUR NEIGHBOURS? 


Frequency es & 
Yes 6 46.2 
No 6 46.2 
No response 1 Vn J 
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TABLE C-44: WHAT KIND OF EFFECT WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING HAVE ON PARKING? 


Frequency pees 
More people with cars living 
in neighbourhood 3 50.0 
Non-profit housing residents 
would park on street 1 16.7 


Non-profit housing sites generally 


do not supply enough parking 1 16.7 
Streets are too narrow for parking 1 16.7 
Total 6 OO 


TABLE C-45: WOULD THE EFFECT BE THE SAME IF NON-PROFIT SITE 
HAD ITS OWN PARKING? 


Frequency ae 

No 5 83.3 
Yes 1* VGwe7, 
Total 6 100.0 


* The one respondent felt that the residents of the non-profit site 
as well as their guests would still park on the street. 


TABLE C-46: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING AFFECT PROPERTY VALUES 
INSIDE NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency oa? § 

Yes 12* GOS 
Not specified ] Pav 
Total 13 100.0 


* All 12 respondents felt that the location of non-profit housing 
would decrease property values inside the neighbourhood. 
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TABLE C-47: WOULD THE LOCATION OF NON-PROFIT HOUSING AFFECT NOISE LEVELS 
IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency se 
Yes 7 S5a6 
No 4 50.8 
Depends 1 Dat 
Not specified 1 Teak 
“Total = 13-——~*«i20. 


TABLE C-48: IN WHAT WAY WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING AFFECT NOISE LEVELS? 


Frequency 74 

Noisier 4 42.9 
Noisier - More children create 

more nolse 2 28.6 

Non-profit housing residents 

tend to party often 1 14.35 

Noisier - loud music from the site 1 14a 

Total 7 roel 


TABLE C-49: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING DETRACT OR ENHANCE THE APPEARANCE 
OF YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency 4 
Detract 8 61 55 
Depends 3 2551 
No response 1 Dial, 
Stay the same 1 Vd 
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TABLE C-50: IN WHAT WAY WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING DETRACT OR ENHANCE 
THE APPEARANCE OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency ee 4 
Depends on whether site is 
properly maintained 5 27-3 
Detract 
Site not maintained/rundown 2 Toae 
Neighbourhood look too crowded 2 18.2 
Non-profit units look cheap 2 anes 
Units generally ‘ugly’ design 1 9.1 
If non-profit housing is not 
Single houses, look out of place 1 oat 
Total 11 100,1 


TABLE C-S1: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING ENCOURAGE OR DISCOURAGE PEOPLE 
FROM MOVING INTO YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


; Frequency ae 
Discourage 6 46.2 
Don’t know 5 San0 
Depends 2 15.4 
ins Se ere 


TABLE C-52: REASONS WHY NON-PROFIT HOUSING WOULD DISCOURAGE OTHERS 
FROM MOVING INTO YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD 


Frequency rs 
Appearance of non-profit 
housing unappealing 3 50.0 
Negative attitudes about social 
housing 2 Ssra5 


Neighbour already moved away 
because non-profit housing site 1 16.7 
located nearby 
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TABLE C€-54: IN GENERAL, WOULD YOU SUPPORT OR OPPOSE THE LOCATION OF 
NON-PROFIT HOUSING IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency tee § 
Oppose 7 53.9 
Support 5 58.0 
Indifferent 1 (Pa 
al ae 


TABLE C-55: REASONS WHY YOU WOULD SUPPORT OR OPPOSE NON-PROFIT HOUSING 


Frequency v4 

Support 
Assist needy 4 SE ReS 
Single women with low incomes 

need housing 1 8.5 
Oppose 
Decrease property value : 3 25.0 
Non-profit housing residents 

are troublemakers 1 8.5 
Neighbourhood would look rundown l B23 
Non-profit housing requires 

increased tax dollars 1 | 
Non-profits not well organized i) Bao 
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TABLE C-56: DESCRIBE IMAGE HELD BY SOCIETY OF RESIDENTS OF NON-PROFIT HOUSING 


$e 


Frequency me? < 
Don’t know 3 25.4 
Negative image 5 ak | 
Lower class 2 1ni8 
Looked down on 
non-profit residents 1 Led 
On welfare 1 Thee | 
Discriminatory 1 La 
Loud 1 Tish 
Not specified i ie! 
i a ee ee 


TABLE C-57: DO YOUR OWN IDEAS DIFFER FROM SOCIETY’S VIEW? 


Frequency see: 
Yes ) 302.0 
No 3 35.05 
Don’t know 1 Biles! 
ictal 2 eee 


TABLE C-58: IN WHAT WAY DO YOUR OWN IDEAS DIFFER? 


Frequency ys 
I judge people individually 2 40.0 
Most are justified ] 20.0 
Not as negative as society’s view 1 20.0 


Not against people in non-profit 
housing 1 20.0 


TABLE C-59: HAVE YOU EVER MET A RESTDENT OF NON-PROFIT HOUSING? 


Frequency ae 
Yes 10 76.9 
No 2 154 
Not specified f Pod 
“Tetal = Sti‘<‘iS:SC:<‘*‘«s 


TABLES C=60; DID THEY FII_ ANY OF THE PREVIOUS DESCRIPTIONS? 


Frequency ea S 
Yes 4 40.0 
No previous descriptions & 30.0 
Yes - Fit positive image 1 10.0 
Some fit, some did not 1 10.0 
Don’t know 1 10.0 
Persia MAeatie Gat vee a ~ 10 (eis i100 0 


TABLE C-61: WOULD NON-PROFIT RESIDENTS FIT INTO YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency Zz 
Yes 2 Soe 
Some would fit, 
some would not 2 550 oO 
No 1 Gi, 
Not specified 1 16.7 
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TABLE C-62: WHY WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING RESIDENTS FIT OR NOT FIT 
INTO YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency er % 
*Non-profit residents are 
“like everybody else’ 2 66.7 
**Non-profit residents are 
low income and noisy 1 Socks 
Total 3 100.0 


* Reason given why non-profit residents would fit into the neighbourhood. 
** Reason given why non-profit residents would not fit into the 
neighbourhood. 


TABLE C-63: WOULD YOUR NEIGHBOURS ACCEPT OR REJECT 
NON-PROFIT HOUSING RESIDENTS? 


Frequency aert 
Reject 4 66.7 
Indifferent 1 Loe7 
Not specified 1 16.7 
joe 6 100.1 


TABLE C-64: REASONS GIVEN WHY NEIGHBOURS WOULD REJECT 
NON-PROFIT HOUSING RESIDENTS 


Frequency rs 
Older people in neighbourhood 
tend to be ‘fussy’/judgemental 2 50.0 
Society has a negative image 
of non-profit housing residents 1 25-0 


Non-profit housing residents have 
low incomes and are noisy 1 2530 
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TABLE C-65: WHAT WOULD YOU DO IF NON-PROFIT HOUSING WAS PLANNED 
FOR YOUR AREA? 


Frequency 4 

Get more information on the 
proposed non-profitasite 2 53:40 
Do nothing 1 Lee 
Walt and see i to7 
Would move l 16.7 
Not specified 1 16.7 
Total 6 100.1 


TABLE C-66: IS THE NON-PROFIT HOUSING IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD WELL BUILT? 


Frequency ee 

Yes 5 71.4 
No 24 28.6 
Total 7 100.0 


* Both respondents indicated that the non-profit housing was 
‘unappealing’. 


TABLE C-67: DOES THE BUILDING TYPE FIT INTO THE NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency oe 4 

Yes 5 alo 
No ot Pais (ei 
hOtaL 7 100.0 


* The two respondents stated that the neighbourhood is composed of 
predominately single houses and townhouses do not fit into the 
neighbourhood. 
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TABLE C-68: HAVE YOUR NEIGHBOURS COME TO ACCEPT THE RESIDENTS 
OF NON-PROFIT HOUSING? 


Frequency mes 
Accept 4 RA! 
Reject 2 28.6 
Don’t know 1 1433 
i ae 7 100.0 


TABLE C-69: REASONS GIVEN FOR ACCEPTANCE OR REJECTION OF 
NON-PROFIT HOUISNG RESIDENTS 


Frequency A 

Accept 
Have had no previous 

problems with residents 4 66.7 
Reject 
Other neighbours said that they 

reject non-profit residents 1 16.7 
Want to move out of 

neighbourhood 1 EGia7 

Total 6 HOO 


TABLE C-70: ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY CHANGES IN YOUR ATTITUDE SINCE THE 
NON-PROFIT HOUSING WAS BUILT? 


Frequency ake 

No 6 95.7 
Yes 1* 142.5 
Total 7 100.0 


* The respondent described the attitude change as a positive one. 


TABLE C-71: ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY CHANGES IN FAMILY MEMBERS’ ATTITUDES? 


Frequency 4 
No 6 Gos? 
Don’t know 1 Pans 
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TABLE C-72: HOW DO YOU FEEL KNOWING THAT NON-PROFIT HOUSING HAS BEEN BUILT 
IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency 4 
It doesn’t bother me 3 42.9 
Cannot change reality 1 1475 
Needy people have to live somewhere 1 tas 
Not very good, we were here first 1 14.3 
Don’t know 1 1 
ee CO 


TABLE C-73: WOULD YOUR FEELINGS BE ANY DIFFERENT IF NON-PROFIT HOUSING 
WAS BUILT BY GOVERNMENT OR PRIVATE SECTOR? 


Frequency — < 
Yes 6 46.2 
No 6 46.2 
Don’t know 1 Lf 
total =——i(<‘ié‘iSSSS*«sD 


TABLE C-74: REASONS GIVEN FOR .THE PREFERENCE 


Frequency A 

Better built by government 4 66.7 

Prefer private sector 1 Mea 
Prefer private - no increase 

in taxes 1 tee? 
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vii) Suggestions About How Non-Profit Housing Could Be Best Fitted Into 
Residential Neighbourhoods 
1. The non-profit sites must be maintained. 
2. Build a smaller number of units per site. 


3. The appearance of non-profit housing complex must be enhanced. 


4. Units should be monitored to ensure that residents are looking after their 
units: 


5. Non-profit units should be integrated throughout the city. 


6. Locate the non-profit units elsewhere/outside this neighbourhood. 


viii) Solutions/Suggestions to the Problem of Affordable Housing in Hamilton 
1. Welfare benefits should be increased. 


2. Increased government spending to build more non-profit units. 


3. More affordable day care for single mothers in order that they can work 
outside the home. 


ix) General Comments 


1. Society must be educated and made more aware of the housing crisis in 
Hamilton. 


2. I Support non-profit housing. It 1s badly needed: 
3. There is enough non-profit housing in the Hamilton area. 


4. It is disgraceful that a wealthy community like Hamilton has this problem 
of affordable housing. 
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The Social Plannin 
& Research Counc sianiooarevisne 


155 James St. S., 6th Floor, Hamilton, Ontario L8P 3A4 Telephone: 522-1148 


i) Letter Introducing Stud 


Dear Control Group: 


The Social Planning and Research Council of Hamilton and District has 
been hired by the City of Hamilton to examine community attitudes to locating 
social support systems in neighbourhoods on the Mountain. 


As a result, we have drawn a random sample of residents living on the 
Mountain as potential participants in a telephone interview and your name has 
been chosen. Your input on this subject matter will be quite helpful to us, 
and it will give you the opportunity to express your views and opinions. 


Within the next three weeks, one of our research assistants will contact 
you by telephone and at that time you will be asked to arrange for a 
convenient time to participate in the twenty minute telephone interview. As 
Stated earlier, your views and opinions on the location of social support 
systems in neighbourhoods would be gladly appreciated. 


Sincerely, 


Research Coordinator, 
Social Housing Impact Study 


A United Way Member Agency 


The Social Plannin 
& Research Councl of Hamilton and District 


155 James St. S., 6th Floor, Hamilton, Ontario L8P 3A4 Telephone: 522-1148 


Dee 


ii) Follow-Up Letter 


Dear Control Group: 

We have previously sent you a letter informing you that the Social 
Planning and Research Council of Hamilton and District is currently conducting 
a study about community attitudes to locating social support systems in 
neighbourhoods on the Mountain. 

Presently we are contacting several people in your neighbourhood by 
telephone in order to schedule telephone interviews. Since your telephoone 
number 1s unpublished, we are unable to make contact with you. 


We» <do not wish. to-<intrude Upon Your privacy soeat “VOW fare wat tal 
interested in participating, please feel free to contact me at 522-1148. 


Thank you for your time. 


Sincerely, 


Research Coordinator, 
Social Housing Impact Study 


A United Way Member Agency 


iii) Questionnaire D- 


SOCIAL HOUSING IMPACT STUDY: CONTROL GROUP QUESTIONNAIRE 


CU 


INTERVIEW ST ERE? 222 Us. 
1. We are interested in your opinion about locating community support 
services in your neighbourhood. How do you feel about placing... 


a) Legal and financial services in your area? Are you 
wo tie favour (3) 

_ Indifferent (4) 

_ Opposed (5) 

_ Don’t Know (10) 


b) Drop-in Centres? Are you 
In favour (3) 
_ Indifferent (4) 
Opposed (5) 
Don’t Know (10) 


c) Recreation Services? Are you 
ane is bavours (3) 
_ Indifferent (4) 
____ Opposed (5) 
_ Don’t Know (10) 


d) Health Centres? Are you . 
>In favour 63) 
_ Indifferent (4) 
_ Opposed (5) 
_.. Don’t Know (10) 
e) Day care nurseries? Are you 

Peel ny havoure( 3) 

_ Indifferent (4) 

Opposed (5) 
Don’t Know (10) 


2. Now that we know how you feel about locating some community support 
services in your neighbourhood, we would like to know your opinion about 
locating specific community support services in your neighbourhood. 


Are you 


Don’t 

How do you feel about... In Favour Indifferent Opposed Know 
a. Legal aid clinics 3 4 5 10 
An accountant’s office 3 4 5 10 
A lawyer’s office 3 4 5 10 
Youth legal services 3 4 5 10 
b. Mental health drop-in centers 3 4 S 10 
Seniors drop-in centers 3 4 5 10 
Youth drop-in centers 5 4 Ss) 10 
Centers for the homeless a) 4 5 10 


1 
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SS eee 


Don’t 

How do you feel about... In Favour Indifferent Opposed Know 
c. A community recreation center 3 4 5 10 
Youth recreation services 5 4 5 10 
Seniors fitness programs 5 4 5 10 
Children’s day care centers & 4 5 10 
d. Avdoctor'’s office 3 4 5 10 
A public health clinic 3 4 5 10 
A dentist’s office 5 4 ©, 10 
A geriatric health center 3 4 5 10 


a) Assuming land is available, are there any particular community support 
services you would prefer having located in this neighbourhood? 
_ No (If no, go to Question 4a) 
Yes 


a) Are there any particular community support services you are opposed to 
having located in this neighbourhood? 

No (If no, go to Question 5) 

Yes 


People often have a general view of the type of housing they would prefer 

to be built in their neighbourhood. Could you please tell me whether you 

would be in favour, opposed, or are indifferent to the construction of the 
following building types in your neighbourhood. 


Are you 


Don’t 

How do you fee] about... In Favour Indifferent Opposed Know 
1. single houses 3 4 5 6 
2. duplexes 3 4 5 6 
3. low rise apartment building (less 

than 5 storeys) 3 4 5 6 
4. high rise apartment building 

(5 or more storeys) 3 4 5 6 
5. townhouses 3 4 5 6 
6. condominiums 3 4 5 6 


a) 


Deo 


We are especially interested in your feelings about non-profit housing 
and the next few questions relate to this issue. (Non-profit housing 
refers to any site either built by the government or the private sector 
specifically designed to meet the needs of people who have lower than 
average incomes. This often includes subsidized units or the 

offering of lower-than-market-value rents.) Are you aware of any non- 
profit housing in the Hamilton area? 

No (If no, go to Question 7a) 

Yes 


Do you think that locating non-profit housing in your area would 
greatly increase or decrease traffic on residential streets? 
Increase (3) 

Decrease (4) 

Remain the Same (5) 

Don’t Know (10) 


Would the location of non-profit housing in your area have any effect 
on the parking space available for you and your neighbours’ cars? 
____ No (If no, go to Question 9a) 
aie Yes 
Tommi Voree RUoe Ot a ee es Se ial ol ce ee ve 


Would your answer be the same if the non-profit housing had its own 
parking facilities? 
No 


Do you think that the location of non-profit housing would have any 
effect on property values inside the neighbourhood? 

No (If no, go to Question 10a) 

Yes 


Wide lhi hid Ofer ireces Would thatobe? 22) 10 eos oe Oe 
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a) Would the location of non-profit housing in your area affect noise 
levels in any way? 
» No Clif fio; go. to: Question 112) 
etl eS 
ba Lavina tuwaviter oo nso gio Poe ein. Siege ig ee a ee 


. a) Do you think that the addition of non-profit housing would enhance or 


detract the visual appearance of your neighbourhood? 
____ enhance 


> detract 
_ stay the same 


a) In your opinion, would the location of non-profit housing in your area 
encourage or discourage people from moving here ? 

Encourage (3) 

Discourage (4) 

Don’t Know (10) (If Don’t Know, go to Question 13a) 


a) On the whole, do you think that non-profit housing would improve or 
detract from your general neighbourhood image? 

_ Improve (3) 

eetract (4) 

Depends on site (5) 

_ Don’t know (10) (If Don’t Know, go to Question 14a) 


On a scale of one to ten with one being least desirable and ten being most 
desirable, how would you rate the desirability of locating non-profit 
housing. . . from your home? 

a) Within 7-12 blocks ——-2- Py andi tpecenteses. 

b) Within 2-6 blocks 

c) Within 1 block 
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a) Would you say that, in general, you would support or oppose the 
location of non-profit housing in your neighbourhood? 
Support (3) 
____ Oppose (4) 
_ Indifferent (5) (If Indifferent, go to Question 16a) 
Don’t Know (10) (If Don’t Know, go to Question 16a) 


b) What would you identify as the main reason that you would support/ 
oppose the location of non-profit housing in your area? 


a) How would you describe the general image that you think is held by 
society of residents of non-profit housing? 


b) Do your own images or ideas about residents of non-profit housing 
differ in any way? 

No (If no, go to Question 16d) 

Yes 


d) Have you ever met anyone who lives or has lived in non-profit housing? 
No (If no, go to Question 17) 
Yes 


The following statements express various opinons about non-profit housing 
and the people who live in that type of housing. Please tell me if you 
strongly agree (SA), agree (A), are neutral (N), disagree (D), or 
strongly disagree (SD) with the statement. 
SaAy ac New fi S.D 

a. Non-profit housing is a good 

way to help others find affordable 3 4 5 6 

housing. 


oO 


b. Increased government spending to 
build non-profit housing is a waste “ 4 ] 6 8 
of tax dollars. 


c. Neighbourhood residents have nothing to 
fear from people who live in non- 
profit housing. 3 4 5 6 8 


Se Al CA OO Ne oD eee. 
d. All non-profit housing should be 
built in one specified area of the 3 4 5 6 6 
city rather than spread throughout 
Ene city. 


e. We need to adopt a far more 
tolerant attitude toward those people 
who are receiving financial assistance 3 4 5 6 8 
to find affordable housing. 


f. It is frightening to think of residents 
of non-profit housing living in this 53 4 5 6 8 
area. 


g. Residents should accept the 
location of non-profit housing in their 
neighbourhood to serve the needs of the 3 4 5 6 
local community. 


oO 


h. I would not want to live next door 
to someone who lives in non-profit 
housing. 


GW 
L. 
on 
a. 
cn 


1. People who live in non-profit 
housing should not be treated as 
outcasts of society. 


CU 
> 
un 
oO. 
oO 


J. People who live in non-profit 
housing may be a bad influence on our 
children. 


WwW 
> 
(S,) 
a 
oO 


Sometimes people’s views about non-profit housing are dependent on 
the way it is built in their neighbourhood. Would you be in favour, 
indifferent or opposed to the location of the following types of non- 
profit housing in your neighbourhood? 


Are you 
Don’t 

How do you feel about... In Favour Indifferent Opposed Know 
1. single house non-profit units 5 4 5 6 
2. duplexes as non-profit units 3 4 5 6 
3. row townhouses as non-profit 

units 3 4 a 6 
4. stacked townhouses as non-profit 

units 5 4 5 6 
5. low rise apartments as non-profit 

units (less than 5 storeys) 3 4 5 6 
6. high rise apartments as non- 

profit units (more than 5 storeys) 3 4 5 6 


au: 


Zl 


Bei: 
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In general, do you have any suggestions about how non-profit housing could 
be best fitted into residential neighbourhoods? 


a) Would your feelings about non-profit housing be any different if it was 
built by the government or the private sector? 
tee ie 
Yes 
Don’t Know (If Don’t Know, go to Question 21) 


There seems to be a problem in the Hamilton area surrounding the issue of 
affordable housing for low income people. Non-profit housing has been put 
forth as one solution to the problem. What would you identify as another 
solution to the problem of affordable housing? 


Are there any other comments you would like to make about non-profit 
housing? 


E. Demographic Section 


iy Sex: oon, “Hale (3) 

(DON’T ASK) ____ Female (4) 

Peeeitewiat year were you born? _9 2. 

(DON’T ae Us Ses CO) eo dl se so) 

ASK) Re 2h 25-4) SA Sete Serr) 
a 2h 05) See ole bn lee 
SL 35. 6) ee re eos (hs) 

36 - 40 (8) 


> 


3. What is your current marital status? 


____ Never Married (4) ____ Separated (8) 
(ASK) ___. Widowed (5) ... Divorcedhi1) 
Remarried (6) __ Married (12) (include living 


together) 


4. What was the last grade or level of schooling you completed? 

No formal schooling (3) 

Some elementary school (4) 

Completed elementary school (5) 

Some secondary school (6) 

Completed secondary school (8) 

Some college (11) 

Completed college (12) 

Some university (13) 

Completed university (14) 
undergraduate degree 
graduate degree 


5. a) Which of the following categories best apply to you? 
Full-time homemaker (3) (Go to Question 6a) 
Full-time worker (4) 
Part-time worker (5) 


6. a) (IF MARRIED [include living together]) Is your spouse currently 
employed? 


No | (If no, go to Question 7a) 


¢) Is that full ors part<tise2 
Full-time (3) 
Part-time (4) 


d) How many hours a week does that involve? 


7. a) Are there any children living in the home now? 
NeStoer aa 
Nort. te ACER no pss. to ilest ion sea) 


b) How many are living with you? 


oO 
am 
~ 


What are their ages? (Specify years or months) 
Chitdat Cri: aero. 2 Ch a we = eo 
Pe ee re Child oo 
ie es fo Giiild6: « 22 


About how many times would you say you have moved since you were 14? 


cases? 


9. a) 
b) 

c) 

O07 7a) 

(DON’T 
ASK) 


Where were you born? 


How long have you lived in Canada? 


Would you say that your estimated income for 1954 would be 
(Respondent only) 
Mate Eas ey 
gate 50 005=4-9),000 (4) 
Peed 0000) = e999) (5) 
fee 1S U00 = 19999" (6) 
= 207000) = 24.999 (3) 
eee D7 OOO 294999 PLL) 
Pee oU O00 =, 59,499 C12) 
seoe 40,000: = 49,999 (13) 
50,000 or more (14) 


Canada 
Other, 


(3) (Go to Question 9c) 
specify (7) 


TIME INTERVIEW COMPLETED: 


The Social Plannin 
& Research Counce sivaniton sn dere 


155 James St. S., 6th Floor, Hamilton, Ontario L8P 3A4 Telephone: 522-1148 


iv) Thank You Letter 


Dear Control Group: 


Thank you for taking the time to speak to me about community social 
support systems and non-profit housing. 


Your views and opinions will help us gain a better understanding about 
how people in your area feel about non-profit housing. 


If you have any questions about your interview, please feel free to 
contact me at 522-1148. 


Sincerely. 


Research Assistant, 
Social Housing Impact Study 


A llnitan \Alavs Ahaamahar Ananny 


v) Findings 
a) Demographics 
Of the 30 respondents, 17 (56.7%) were female and 13 (43.3%) were male 
(Table D-1). The greatest proportion of the respondents (8, 26.7%) were 
between 36 to 40 years of age, followed by seven (23.3%) respondents between 
51 to 60 years of age and six (20.0%) respondents between 31 to 35 years of 
age (Table D-2). All thirty (100.0%) of the respondents were married (Table 
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The last level of schooling completed by respondents ranged from some 
secondary school to the completion of a university undergraduate degree. One- 
half of the respondents reported the completion of secondary school as their 


last completed level of schooling (Table D-4). 


Of the 30 respondents, 22 (73.3%) reported that they were employed 
outside of the home. Over one-half of these .respondents (17, 77.3%) were 
full-time workers, four (18.2%) were part-time workers and one (4.5%) 
respondent was a temporary employee. Of those respondents not employed 
outside the home, one (12.5%) was retired, and the remaining seven (87.52) 


respondents were full-time homemakers (Table D-5). 


A wide variety of occupations were reported by respondents employed 
outside the home. Over one-third (8, 36.4%) of these respondents held 
processing and related occupations, followed by three (13.6%) respondents 


employed in sales (Table D-6). 


The number of hours worked per week by the respondents ranged from less 
than 15 to over 40 hours per week, with the greatest number of respondents 


(12, 54.5%) working between 30 to 40 hours per week (Table D-7). 


A large number of the respondents (20, 80.0%) reported that their spouses 
worked full-time, while five (20.0%) spouses worked part-time (Table D-10). 
Six (24.0%) spouses occupied processing and related positions while five 
(20.0%) spouses occupied clerical positions (Table D-9). Sixteen (64.02) of 


the spouses worked between 30 to 40 hours per week (Table D-11). 


Twenty-five (83.3%) of the respondents had children living at home (Table 
D-12). Ten (40.0%) respondents had one child, 11 (44.0%) had two children and 
four (16.02) respondents had three children (Table D-13). The children ranged 
in age from less than one year to 22 years of age and older. Of the 44 
children reported by the respondents, 14 (31.8%) were between six to ten years 


of age, and 11 (25.0%) were between one to five years of age (Table D-14). 


One-half (15, 50.0%) of the respondents had moved less than five times 
since they were 16 years old. Eleven (33.352) of the respondents moved between 
five to mine times, while the remaining four (13.3%) moved ten times or more 
since they were sixteen years of age (Table D-15). The two most frequented 
reasons for these moves were to upgrade housing (11, 36.7%) and due to 


employment circumstances (4, 13.3%) (Table D-16). 
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Of the 30 respondents, 22 (73.3%) were born in Canada. For the remaining 
eight (26.7%) respondents born outside the country, three (37.5%) had lived in 
Canada between 11 to 20 years (Table D-17 and D-18). The number of years in 
the Hamilton area for all respondents ranged from ten years or less to over 
fifty years, with nine (30.0%) respondents having lived in the City for 
between 31 to 40 years and another seven (23.3%) having lived in the area for 


over 40 years (Table D-19). 


The 1986 estimated incomes of the 30 respondents ranged from less than 
$5,000 to $50,000 plus. The most frequented response, $30,000 to $39,000 was 
reported by six (20.0%) respondents. Another six (20.0%) respondents were 


reluctant to divulge this information (Table D-20). 


b) Perspectives on Community Support Services 

Overall, a large proportion of the respondents were in favour of locating 
various community support services in their neighbourhood (Table D-21). When 
asked about locating specific community support services in their 
neighbourhood, at least one-half of the respondents were in favour of each of 
the services listed with one exception, mental health drop-in centres. 
Thirteen (43.4%) of the respondents were in favour of placing a mental health 
drop-in centre in their neighbourhood, twelve (40.0%) respondents were 


indifferent and five (16.7%) were opposed to its location (Table D-22). 


Twenty-two (73.32) of the respondents indicated that there are, in fact, 
particular community support services that they would prefer having located in 


their neighbourhood (Table D-23). A family recreation centre was preferred by 


14 (63.6%) of these respondents and services for youths accounted for another 


18 percent (Table D-24). 


One-third of the respondents stated that they were opposed to the 
location of particular community support services in their neighbourhood 
(Table D-25). Mental health centre and public health clinic were each cited 


by three (30.0%) of these respondents (Table D-26). 


c) Perspectives on Building Types 


All of the respondents were in favour of the construction of single 
houses in their neighbourhood and 21 (70.0%) favoured duplexes. However, over 
one-half of the respondents were opposed to the construction of a low rise 
apartment building, a high rise apartment building, townhouses and 


condominiums in their neighbourhood (Table D-27). 


d) Perspectives on Non-Profit Housing 


Twenty-three (76.7%) of the respondents were aware of non-profit housing 
Sites in the Hamilton area (Table D-28). Six (26.1%) respondents were aware 
of non-profit housing sites on Stonechurch Road while five (21.72) were aware 


of sites on Limeridge Road (Table D-29). 


Two-thirds of the respondents felt that the location of non-profit 
housing in their neighbourhood would increase traffic on residential streets. 
According to 17 (85.0%) of these respondents, the increased traffic would 
result from an increased population density in the neighbourhood (Tables D-30 


and D-31). 


One-half of the respondents indicated that the location of non-profit 
housing in their neighbourhood would affect the parking space available for 
them and their neighbours. Twelve (80.0%) of these respondents argued that 
there would be more people with cars living in the area and as a result 
neighbourhood residents would be forced to compete for parking spaces (Tables 


D-32 and D-33). 


Eight (57.1%) respondents would still be concerned about available 
parking space even if the non-profit housing site had its own parking 
facilities (Table D-34). All of these respondents indicated that visitors to 


the non-profit housing site would still park on the street (Table D-35). 


When asked whether or not non-profit housing would have any effect on 
property values inside the neighbourhood, 23 (76.7%) of the respondents said 


t 1 


yes’. The effect cited by a large majority of respondents (91.3%) was that 
the addition of non-profit housing would decrease property values within the 
neighbourhood. Another respondent noted that property values would decrease 


unless the non-profit housing was sporadic (Table D-36 and D-37). 


One-half of the respondents indicated that the addition of non-profit 
housing would increase noise levels in the neighbourhood. Three (20.0%) of 
these respondents felt that increased noise levels would be due to an increase 
in the number of children that would be living in the neighbourhood, while two 
(13.3%) indicated that an increase in traffic would be primarily responsible 


for the noiser neighbourhood (Tables D-38 and D-39). 


A large number of respondents (18, 60.0%) stated that the addition of 
non-profit housing would detract from the visual appearance of their 
neighbourhood (Table D-40), with eleven (61.1%) of them specifying that the 
residents would not look after/maintain their units. Three respondents said 
that it would depend on whether the non-profit housing site was maintained 


(Table D-41). 


Sixteen (53.3%) respondents felt that the location of non-profit housing 
in their neighbourhood would discourage others from moving there (Table D-42). 
Six (37.5%) of these respondents said that the non-profit unit would not be 
maintained by the residents and consequently people would be discouraged from 
moving into the neighbourhood. Other discouraging factors noted were that the 
neighbourhood would look ‘low class’, would look too crowded and people would 
be more selective about the area they would be moving into given current 


housing prices (Table D-43). 


Seventeen (56.7%) respondents felt that the addition of non-profit 
housing in their neighbourhood would detract from their general neighbourhood 
image (Table D-44). Over one-third of these respondents (35.3%) expressed 
concern that the non-profit housing site would become ‘run down’ (Table D-45). 
However, four (13.3%) respondents felt that their neighbourhood image would 
not change, and eight (26.7%) respondents commented that whether or not the 
neighbourhood image would change would depend on the non-profit housing site. 
Specifically, six (75.0%) respondents noted that it would depend on whether 


the site was properly maintained, while others said it would depend on the 


pal? 


type of people living in the complex (12.5%), or the design of the non-profit 


housing (12.5%) (Table D-45). 


When asked to rate the desirability on a scale of one to ten (with one 
being least desirable and ten being most desirable) of locating non-profit 
housing within seven to 12 blocks from their home, over one-half (56.7%) of 
the respondents felt that this distance was somewhat desirable, giving a 


rating between four to seven (Table D-46). 


However, when asked about the desirability of placing non-profit housing 
less than seven blocks from their homes, the majority of respondents viewed 
this location as undesirable. Nineteen respondents (63.3%) gave a rating 
between one to three to the location of non-profit housing within two to six 
blocks while 25 (83.32) gave this same rating to the location within one block 


from their home (Table D-46). 


In general, most of the respondents (20, 66.7%) would oppose the location 
of non-profit housing in their neighbourhood. However, a small proportion (4, 
13.3%) would support it, and one respondent (3.3%) said it would depend on the 
number of units in the complex. The remaining five (16.7%) respondents were 


indifferent or unsure (Table D-47). 


A number of different reasons for opposing the location of non-profit 
housing in the area were offered by the respondents. Four (20.0%) of these 


respondents said that the neighbourhood would look too crowded, while three 
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(15.0%) respondents were concerned that the value of their property would 
decrease. Another three (15.0%) respondents feared that the complex would not 


be maintained (Table D-48). 


When asked to describe the general image held by society of residents of 
non-profit housing, one-third of the respondents answered ‘low-income’. 
Another six (20.0%) respondents said that non-profit housing residents do not 
look after or maintain their homes. Three (10.0%) respondents commented that, 
in general, society looks down on non-profit housing residents. A number of 


different descriptions were offered by the other respondents (Table D-49). 


One half of the respondents indicated that their own ideas about the 
residents of non-profit housing differed in some way (Table D-50). Nine 
(64.32%) of these respondents noted that they tend to judge people individually 


(Table D-51). 


Of the 30 respondents, 22 (73.3%) have met someone who lives or has lived 
in non-profit housing (Table D-52). When asked whether these residents fit 


’ 


any of the descriptions or images mentioned earlier, 12 (54.52%) said ‘yes’ and 
seven (31.8%) said ‘no’, while two (9.1%) respondents indicated that some 


residents fit the descriptions and some did not (Table D-53). 


A large majority (83.4%) of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that 
non-profit housing is a good way to help others find affordable housing (Table 


D-54). 
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Over sixty percent (20, 66.7%) of respondents disagreed that increased 


government spending is a waste of tax dollars (Table D-54). 


A large number of respondents (12, 40.0%) remained neutral when asked 
whether they agreed or disagreed that neighbourhood residents have nothing to 
fear from people who live in non-profit housing. Furthermore, nine (30.0%) 


respondents agreed and nine (30.0%) disagreed with the statement (Table D-54). 


Twenty-two (73.3%) of the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed 
that all non-profit housing should be built in one specified area of the city 


rather than spread throughout the city (Table D-54). 


A large majority (24, 80.0%) of respondents agreed or strongly agreed 
that we need to adopt a far more tolerant attitude toward those people who are 


receiving financial assistance to find affordable housing (Table D-54). 


Fighteen (60.0%) respondents disagreed with the opinion that it is 
frightening to think of residents of non-profit housing living in this 
neighbourhood and almost one-third (9, 30.0%) of the respondents remained 


neutral (Table D-54). 


Twelve (40.0%) respondents agreed that residents should accept the 
location on non-profit housing in their neighbourhood to serve the needs of 
the local community. Almost as many respondents disagreed (11, 36.7%) with 


the opinion (Table D-54). 


Thirteen (43.3%) respondents agreed that they would not want to live next 
door to someone who lives in non-profit housing compared to six (20.0%) 
respondents who disagreed. An overwhelming majority (28, 93.4%) however, 
agreed or strongly agreed that people who live in non-profit housing should 


not be treated as outcasts of society (Table D-54). 


Nearly one-half (14, 46.7%) of the respondents disagreed that people who 
live in non-profit housing may be a bad influence on our children (Table D- 


54). 


Respondents were in favour of the location of single houses (24, 80.02) 
and duplexes (15, 50.0%) as non-profit units in their neighbourhood. However, 
row townhouses, stacked townhouses, low rise apartments and high rise 
apartments were all opposed by at least 70 percent of the respondents (Table 


Da55)) 2 


Eighteen (60.0%) of the 30 respondents indicated that their feelings 
would not be any different if non-profit housing was built by the government 
versus the private sector. Twelve (66.7%) of these respondents added ‘non- 
profit housing is non-profit housing’. Three (16.7%) respondents said it 
makes no difference who builds the housing as long as low income people are 


helped (Tables D-56 and D-5S7). 


Eight (26.7%) of the 30 respondents indicated that they do, in fact, have 


a preference. Five (62.5%) of these respondents would prefer that the private 
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sector build non-profit housing. Some reasons for their choice included that 
the private sector have nice, low-key non-profit homes and that the private 
sector would be more sympathetic to the type of housing that would best suit 
the neighbourhood. In addition, one respondent felt that the private sector 


would be more receptive to public participation (Table D-57). 


Three (37.5%) respondents would prefer that the government build non- 
profit housing with one of these respondents commenting that the government 


would be more responsible (Table D-57). 
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TABLES Dats SaSEX 


Frequency 74 

Male 13 43.3 
Female Pe Oe, 
Teta! 30 100.0 


TABLE D-2: AGE 


Frequency fo 4 
A ao Ae aie 1 oa 
20°" OU (Pears 4 1323 
A SP ASS 6 2050 
56 - 40 Years 3 2650 
41 - 45 Years 5} 10.0 
46 - 930 Years 0 mae) 
51 - 60 Years 7 een 
6l° = 65 Years 1 Sao 
ee ee 99.9 


TABLE D-3: MARITAL STATUS 


Frequency waar 
Married 30 100.0 


TABLE D-4: LEVEL OF SCHOOLING 


Frequency r4 

Some Secondary School 7 255 
Completed Secondary School 15 50.0 
Some College 1 jas 
Completed College 4 | Relea) 
Some University 1 Sed 
Completed Univeristy 

- Undergraduate Degree 2 Ge 7 
a aie I ie 


TABLE D-5: WORK STATUS 


Frequency rs 
Full-Time Worker 17 Se oe 
Full-Time Homemaker 7 Zdierd 
Part-Time Worker “os 1 ae) 
Temporary Worker 1 co 
Retired 1 es 
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TABLE D-6: TYPE OF WORK 


Frequency as 

*Processing 8 36.4 
Sales 3 13.6 
Managerial, administrative 2 ree 
Service 2 eo) 
t*Technological 2 al 
Health related 1 tS) 
Clerical 1 a5 
Construction 1 Ce) 
Transportation 1 4.5 
Teaching 1 x3 
ee an 22 99.8 


* Includes processing, machining and product fabricating, assembling 
and repairing. 

** Includes occupations in natural sciences, engineering, mathematics, 
social sciences, religion, arts, recreation. 


TABLE D-7: HOURS OF WORK PER WEEK 


Frequency eae 
Less than 15 Hours 2 20 
Lo = 27 Hours Zz 220 
50 - 40 Hours 12 Stes) 
41+ Hours 6 ae aS 
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TABLE D-8: SPOUSE EMPLOYED? 


ee 


Frequency no 5 

Yes 25 83.3 
No . oe, 
Total 30 100.0 


TABLED =9:: SPOUSES TYPE OF WORK 


Frequency wee 4 
*Processing 6 24.0 
Clerical 5 20.0 
Managerial/Administrative 3 t2.0 
Health related 2 8.0 
Sales 2 8.0 
**Technological 2 8.0 
Service 2 8.0 
Transportation 2 8.0 
Construction 1 4.0 
Sot SE ee me 


* Includes processing, machining and product fabricating, assembling 
and repairing. 

** Includes occupations in natural sciences, engineering, mathematics, 
S0cial Sciences, religions arts, recreation. 


TAREE Dal 0 2 oP OUSE EMPLOYED FULL=TIME ORPART=T UNE? 


Frequency bees, 
Full-Time 20 80.0 
Part-Time S) 20.0 


TABLE D-11: HOURS WORKED PER WEEK BY SPOUSE 


Frequency ey 4 
Less than 15 Hours 2 8.0 
1S 5429 sHoOUrs 3 F720 
50° 40 iHours 16 64.0 
41+ Hours 4 162.0 
err 25 ——-100.0 


TABLE D-12: CHILDREN AT HOME 


Frequency 4 

Yes 25 Soe 
No 5 16. 7 
Total 30 100.0 


TABLE D-13: NUMBER OF CHILDREN AT HOME 


Frequency my 4 
bothild 10 40.0 
2 Children 1) 44.0 
3 Children 4 16.0 


TABLE D-14: CHILDREN’S AGES 


z of Total 

Frequency Children 
Less than 1 Year 3 6.8 
i> 3 Years 11 20.0 
6 = 10 Years 14 31.8 
Ei 1S years “ alee 
160 = 2) Vears 7 be ie! 
22 Years and Over 4 22) 
cc. 9. sae 100.0 


* Table D-14 represents multiple responses. 
data is reported for the 25 respondents who have 
children living at home. 


TABLE D-15: 


The above 


NUMBER OF TIMES RESPONDENT HAS MOVED SINCE 16 YEARS OLD 


Frequency Ee §: 
Less than S Times 15 50. 
> > 9 Tiges rl 36. 
10°="14 Ties 2 ts 
fo = 19 Times : o. 
20 - 24 Times 1 A 


TABLE D-16: MAIN REASON FOR MOVING IN MOST OF THE CASES 


GQ 


W 


Cd 


Frequency wy % 
Upgrade Housing 11 36. 
Job Related 4 Ls. 
More Space 3) Os 
Several Different Reasons 3 10. 
Marriage 2 6. 
Change Lifestyle 2 6. 
Satisfy Curiosity/Learning 
Experience 1 oe 
Immigrate 1 3. 
Restless Roommate 1 ae 
Parents Moving 1 us 
Reason not specified 1 Be 


TABLE D-17: WHERE WERE YOU BORN? 


Frequency Z 

In Canada 22 TAT 
Outside Canada § 26.7 
Total 30 100.0 


TABLE D-18: HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED IN CANADA? 


Frequency mal 
10; years or (Less 1 ears) 
Li o> 20° Years 3 BYES 
21 - 30 Years 2 eased) 
od) = 40 CVears 2 29.0 


TABLE D-19: HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED IN HAMILTON? 


Frequency Peay © 
10 Years or Less S INS ae 
Pi See sears 5 16, 7 
21. = 30 Years 6 20.0 
51 - 40 Years 9 30.0 
A = Go0 Years 1 oo 
at =~ 60° years 2 6.7 
Not specified 4 NAT OS: 
wo. . 30 -—-100.0 


TABLE D-20: ESTIMATED ANNUAL INCOME FOR 1986 


Frequency me 

Less than $5,000 4 Bes 
SO,U000! = $9,999 0 0.0 

$10,000) = $14,999 3 10.0 
Si, C0UL= S19 227 3 nOeO 
$20,000) =" $24,299 0 0.0 
$20,000 = $257,799 Z G7 
S00 ,0000 = $39,999 6 20.0 
$40,000. = $49,999 3 DOE 
$50,000 or more 3 1050 
Not specified 6 20.0 
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TABLE D-23: ANY SERVICES YOU WOULD PREFER IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency ys 

Yes 22 eve oi 
No g PX. I 
Total 30 100.0 


TABLE D-24: TYPES OF SERVICES PREFERRED IN NEIGHBOURHOOD 


Frequency Bie % 
Family Recreation Centre 14 63.6 
Day Care Centre 2 pane 
Youth Recreation Centre 2 ot 
Youth Drop-In Centre Ms deel 
Doctor’s Office 1 4.5 
Home for Battered Women 1 re) 
To = — ee 00 99.9 


TABLE D-25: ANY SERVICES OPPOSED TO HAVING IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency rs 
Yes 10 So)5 B 
No 20 66.7 


TABLE D-26: TYPES OF SERVICES OPPOSED TO HAVING IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD 


Frequency wey f 
Mental Health Centre 5 5020 
Public Health Clinic 3 30.0 
Legal Aid Clinic 1 Oe 
Non-Profit Housing 1 10.0 
Drug Rehabilitation Centre 1 10.0 
Any Private Sector Venture 1 10.0 


D-36 


(O°OOT) Os 


(O°OOT) OF 


(O°OOT) Of 


(0-005) Of 


(O°OOT) Of 
z) [®4OL 


(E79S) CLT Gs ae es (WUE) 26 SWHTUTWOPUOD 
ee NS) Kara | Ce 02) 7 oe (O=0G)5 9 Sasnoyumol 
(oe: Scie (Soe 27 COSCT) ae (a40W 40 SA8404S GC) 


BUuIpTIng JUaWJAedyY asTYy YBTH 


(0° G9): -3T (Sees e (2°96) 2 (SAas0YS G URYy SSaT) 
BUIP[Ing JUuawy4edy asTYy Moy 
fy Sie 1 VS eS (eo) ce (0°02) 14 SaxaTdng 
0 0 (0°O0OT) Of SaSnoqH 38[6uTs 
(%) pesoddg (ZY) JUadassTpuy (XY) ANoAe; 
uy 


CCOOHYNOPHITIN YNOA NI S3dALl ONIGIING ONIMOT1I04 SHL LNOBVY 1334 NOA Od MOH +Z2Ze-d 319V1 


TABLE D-28: AWARE OF ANY NON-PROFIT HOUSING IN HAMILTON? 


Frequency le: 

Yes 25 76.7 
No i 2525 
Total 30 100.0 


TABLE D-29: WHERE THESE NON-PROFIT HOUSING SITES ARE LOCATED 


Frequency ee 
Stonechurch Road 6 2651 
Limeridge Road 5 27 
Upper Ottawa and Hwy #53 3 13.0 
Upper Gage and Hwy #53 2 Se 
Downtown Core 1 ) 
Thorley Drive 1 AS 
Upper Ottawa, South of Mohawk 1 a3 
Grays Road 1 ais 
Garth Street 1 4.3 
Upper Wentworth, North of Mohawk a 4.3 
On the Mountain 1 423 
it aT saul ates 99.6 


TABLE D-30: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING AFFECT TRAFFIC? 


Frequency rs 
Increase 20 66.7 
Remain the Same 6 20.0 
Depends on the type of 
non-profit housing 1 10.0 
Don’t know 3 Sad! 


TABLE D-31: WHY WOULD YOU SAY THAT TRAFFIC WOULD 


Frequency 
Higher population density 17 
Many visitors to site 1 
Businesses/Services would then 
move to our neighbourhood 1 
Not specified 1 
Total 20 


TABLE D-32: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING AFFECT PARK 
Frequency eke 

Yes IRS) 50.0 

No 15 5020 

i.) 30 100.0 


TABLE D-33: WHY KIND OF EFFECT WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING 


Frequency 

More people living in the 
neighbourhood - must compete We 
for spots 
Streets are too narrow for 
parking ] 
More guests to area who will 
park on the street 1 
Non-profit sites generally do 
not supply enough parking space ih 

Total 15 


INCREASE? 


ING SPACE? 


HAVE ON PARKING? 
eer? 


60.0 


p59 


TABLE D-34: SAME IF NON-PROFIT HOUSING SITE HAD ITS OWN PARKING? 


Frequency eeigs 
Yes 8 SIA S) 
No 6 40.0 
Don’t know 1 Gu 
Ss Tobe SCS OP HONG 


TABLE D-35: IN WHAT WAY WOULD PARKING BE AFFECTED IF NON-PROFIT HOUSING 
HAD ITS OWN? 


Frequency Ens & 
Guests would park on the 
street 8 H/o Ah 
Would not affect parking if 
non-profit has its own 6 42.9 
Total 14 100.0 


TABLE D-36: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING AFFECT PROPERTY VALUES 
INSIDE YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency py S 
Yes 235 1627 
No S | L6e 7 
Don’t know Z 6.7 
ie | * 30 100.1 


PABLE® 05725 DESCRIBE THE EFFECT ON PROPERTY VALUES? 


Frequency rs 
Decrease property values 21 el a 
Decrease property values unless 
non-profit housing is sporadic 1 4.3 
Effect not specified 1 4.3 
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TABLE D-38: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING AFFECT NOISE LEVELS 
IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency ork 

Yes WS 50) 6 (0) 

No 10 SOO 
Depends on the type 

of people living 

at the site 3 10.0 

Don’t know 2 6.7 

Total 30 100.0 


TABLE D-39: IN WHAT WAY WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING AFFECT NOISE LEVELS? 


Frequency rs 

Noisier neighbourhood 9 60.0 
Noisier - more children/teens 

in neighbourhood 3 2050 

Noisier - more traffic 2 PSes 

Noisier - more people 1 6.7 

Total 15 100.0 


TABLE D-40: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING ENHANCE OR DETRACT FROM THE VISUAL 
APPEARANCE OF YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency ne * 
Detract 138 60.0 
Stay the same 7 Za 
Depends 4 L528 
Don’t know 1 5.20 


TABLE D-41: IN WHAT WAY WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING ENHANCE OR DETRACT 
FROM YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency be 4 
Detract 
Residents won’t look 
after units/don’t care 11 50.0 
If not singles or duplexes, 
housing will look out of place 35 13.6 
Non-profit housing 
generally “ugly” design 2 | 
Neighbourhood will 
look too crowded 1 a9 
More graffiti and damage 1 4.5 
Depends on whether the site 
is maintained 3 13.6 
Depends on the design of 
the housing 1 ARS 
Total 22 99.8 


TABLE D-42: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING ENCOURAGE OR DISCOURAGE PEOPLE 
FROM MOVING INTO YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency rey § 
Discourage 16 aie! 
Depends 6 20.0 
Neither encourage or discourage 3 10.0 
Don’t know 3 100 
Encourage 1 3.3 
Both encourage and discourage 1 oa 
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TABLE D-43: WHY WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING ENCOURAGE OR DISCOURAGE 
OTHERS FROM MOVING INTO NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency rs 

Discourage 

Residents would not look after/maintain homes 6 Zack 
Neighbourhood would look too crowded Z 3.3 
Neighbourhood would look “low class" 2 oS 
People are selective about neighbourhoods because 

of today’s housing prices 2 Bee 
Fear for the resale value of their home 1 4.2 
Some residents might cause problems 1 4s? 
Townhouses and apartments would change the 

uniformity of neighbourhood 1 4.2 
More graffiti and damage 1 CE) 
Encourage 

It’s a nice neighbourhood with nice people 1 Au? 
Encourage low income people and discourage higher 

income people 1 42 
Depends on whether units were properly maintained 4 Lo 
Depends on the number of units built in neighbourhood 1 a2 
Depends on the design of the non-profit housing HN 452 

Total 24 100.2 


TABLE D-44: WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING IMPROVE OR DETRACT FROM GENERAL 
NEIGHBOURHOOD IMAGE? 


Frequency me 4 


Detract 7, SiGe 


Depends on the site 


ina) 
Lee) 
a. 
NI 


Image would remain the same 4 P33 


Don’t know 1 Saas 


TABLE D-45: WHY WOULD NON-PROFIT HOUSING IMPROVE OR DETRACT 
FROM NEIGHBOURHOOD IMAGE? 


Frequency aoa: 
Detract 
Site would become rundown 6 24.0 
Townhouses and apartments would look out of place 5 12.0 
Neighbourhood would look too crowded 2 8.0 
Neighbourhood would look “low class" 1 4.0 
Non-profit residents have a bad reputation 1 4.0 
Increase the graffiti and property damage 1 4.0 
Increase in noise level 1 4.0 
Non-profit housing usually “ugly design” 1 4.0 
Depends on whether site is properly maintained 6 24.0 
Depends on the design of the housing 1 4.0 
Depends on type of people in non-profit complex 1 4.0 
Not specified | 1 4.0 
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TABLE D-47: IN GENERAL, WOULD YOU SUPPORT OR OPPOSE NON-PROFIT HOUSING 
IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 


Frequency =a 
Oppose 20 66.7 
Support 4 PSas 
Indifferent $ 10.0 
Don’t know 2 6.7 
Depends 1 ae 
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TABLE D-48: REASONS WHY YOU WOULD SUPPORT OR OPPOSE NON-PROFIT HOUSING 


Frequency v4 
Support 
Low income people need a place to live 2 &.0 
Somebody has to have it in their neighbourhood 1 4.0 
Rents in the city are high — non-profit housing 
is a necessity 1 4.0 
Oppose 
Neighbourhood would look too crowded 4 16.0 
Decrease property values 3 1250 
Complex would not be maintained 3 pany 
Townhouses and apartments would look out of place 2 8.0 
There’s enough non-profit housing in this area 2 6.0 
Fear for the appearance of neighbourhood 1 4.0 
Low class people will move into neighbourhood ] 4.0 


Residents of non-profit have poor attitudes - won’t 


look after units ] 4.0 
Non-profit residents would present problems 1 4.0 
Traffic would increase 1 4.0 
Vandalism rate would increase 1 4.0 
Depends on the number of units 1 4.0 


TABLE D-49: DESCRIBE IMAGE HELD BY SOCIETY OF RESIDENTS OF NON-PROFIT HOUSING 


Frequency a § 
Low income 10 Soe 
Don’t look after/maintain homes 6 20.0 
Look down on non-profit residents 3 1070 
Lower class 2 Ga7 
Unemployed 1 S98) 
Image varies from person to person 1 SS) 
Non-profit residents are shunned 1 Sheps) 
Non-desirables 1 ou) 
Not looked upon favourably 1 See 
Like everyday citizens 1 a 
Young and destructive 1 Seo 
Don’t know 2 6.7 
ee. SS 3099.8 


TABLE D-SO: DO YOUR OWN IDEAS DIFFER FROM THE GENERAL VIEW? 


Frequency eS 
Yes 14 3050 
No 14 50.0 


TABLE D-51: IN WHAT WAY DO YOUR OWN IDEAS DIFFER? 


Frequency in 
I judge people individually 9 64.3 
Non-profit housing residents 
are not motivated 1 fe | 
Residents not taught how to 
care for home 1 Tae 
They abuse the system 1 ame 
I don’t shun non-profit residents 1 eel 
Non-profit residents are more 
decent than rich people 1 Fel 
Total 14 99.8 


TABLE D-52: HAVE YOU EVER MET A RESIDENT OF NON-PROFIT HOUSING? 


Frequency Les 

Yes 22 HATES) 
No 8 26.7 
Total 30 100.0 


TABLE D-53: DID THEY FIT ANY OF THE PREVIOUS DESCRIPTIONS? 


Frequency rs 

Yes Ie, Sans 

No 7 Sloe 

Some did, some didn’t 2 ae 
No previous 

descriptions 1 ALS 
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TABLE D-55: HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT LOCATING THE FOLLOWING 
IN YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD? 
In Favour Indifferent Opposed Don’t Know 
reve erage) rer* een) Epa eee, BL re: x 
Single houses as 
non-profit units 24 (80.0) Orere. 7) oe (10.70) i S05. 951) 
Duplexes as 
non-profit units 1505026) Ae tS es)) tO W350) Lf eSoe5) 
Row townhouses as 
non-profit units 6 (20.0) Ooi Ges) 21 (7030) fa toro. 
Stacked townhouses 
as non-profit units 1 (3.3) ee e545") 28 (93.3) 
Low rise apartment 
building as non- 6 (20.0) SCL OO) 20 (66.7) fer aa) 
profit units 
High rise apartment 
building as non- De Gey) 2 (6.7) 25 (AS. 5) Lo tose) 


profit units 


TABLE D-56: 
GOVERNMENT OR PRIVATE SECTOR? 
Frequency ey 4 
No 18 60.0 
Yes a Pires Hi 
Don’t know 4 lesa 
Total 30 100.0 


fre 


30 


30 


Total 


,. 


(100. 


(100. 


(100. 


FEELINGS ANY DIFFERENT IF NON-PROFIT HOUSING WAS BUILT BY 


TABLE D-57: REASONS FOR HAVING OR NOT HAVING A PREFERENCE 


No difference, non-profit is non-profit 
No difference as long as people are helped 
No difference, both are capable 


Private sector have nice homes/units and are 
"low key" 


Government housing preferred 


Private sector more sympathetic to the type of 
housing that best fits into neighbourhood 


No difference, don’t put it in my backyard 


Government is in debt - should get out of 
non-profit housing 


Prefer private - greater chance for public input 


Government is more responsible 


Frequency 
ie 
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vii) Suggestions About How Non-Profit Housing Could Be Best Fitted Into 
Residential Neighbourhoods 


1. Non-profit housing units should be scattered throughout the entire city. 
2. Single houses as non-profit units should be built rather than townhouses. 


3. Neighbourhood meetings should be held in order that the public can offer 
ideas/input. 


4. Single units should be spread throughout the neighbourhood. 


5. The non-profit sites should be monitored to ensure that residents are 
looking after their units. 


6. The social housing provider should maintain the sites. 
7. Do not advertise that the site is non-profit housing. 


8. A play area for children should be put inside the complex. 


viii) Solutions/Suggestions to the Problem of Affordable Housing in Hamilton 


1. A screening process is needed to ensure that those applying really need 
social housing. 


2. The current system does not enhance incentive. Some sort of program 
should be implemented that would build motivation. 


3. The government should educate people for better paying jobs. 

4. More money should be given to those people who really need it. 

5. The government should force builders to build affordable houses. 

6. A time limit should be imposed. Non-profit housing is designed to ‘get 
people on their feet’. Some of the residents would stay in non-profit 


housing forever. 


7. We need a high rise apartment building with affordable rents. However, it 
must be built in a suitable location. 


8. The government should impose ‘reasonable rents’. 


D-54 
ix) General Comments 


1. Non-profit housing is a good ‘stepping stone’. It gives people the 
opportunity to get on their feet. 


2. Non-profit housing should be built the same as the existing types of 


housing in neighbourhoods. 


The government is ‘overdosing on handouts’. They should screen applicants 
for social housing more carefully. 


Cd 


4. The residents of non-profit housing must be educated on how to care for 
their units. 


5. The providers should be building single houses or low rise apartments as 
NOn=profLet “unLts. There are already too many townhouses as non-profit 
units. 


&. The providers should place a small number of non-profit units in one area, 
rather than a large townhouse complex. 


7. We need more non-profit units in Hamilton. 


8. I would like to see better quality/value for our tax dollars, than the 
non-profit housing that is being built. 


9. There must be some kind of positive reinforcement built-in to motivate 
residents of non-profit housing to look after their homes. 


10. As long as the non-profit site is well maintained, it can be located in ay 
neighbourhood. 


11. The provider should be responsible for maintaining the non-profit housing 
Sites. 


12. Other community support services are essential in neighbourhoods with 
social housing. 


APPENDIX E - LETTER TO A NON-PROFIT HOUSING CORPORATION 
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The Social Plannin 
& Research Counc cisisnicrans ose 


155 James St. S., 6th Floor, Hamilton, Ontario L8P 3A4 Telephone: 522-1148 


September 10, 1987 
Dear Non-Profit Housing Corporation: 


The Social Planning and Research Council of Hamilton and District is 
conducting an impact assessment of non-profit housing in Hamilton, a project 
fully funded and supported by the City of Hamilton. 


In order to provide a complete view on non-profit housing in our area, it 
is hoped that a comparison study may be done between a private non-profit 
housing project and a municipal non-profit housing site. 


Presently, the Municipal Non-Profit Housing Corporation has consented to 
participate in the study and a municipal non-profit housing site has been 
selected. In order to facilitate a proper comparison, we are currently 
attempting to locate a private non-profit site of equal size building type, 
which is located on the mountain. 


After examining a list of potential private non-profit sites provided by 
Rosemary Campbell, General Manager, Municipal Non-Profit Housing Corporation, 
a number of your project sites tentatively meet our requirements. Eventually, 
we will choose only one site to participate in the study, and will require 
your co-operation in carrying out this research. 


The sites we are particularly interested in are: 


We would eventually choose only one site as most desirable from a 
research perspective, and would at that time, require your assistance in 
providing to us a list of residents’ names and unit members. We would only 
request the release of the residents’ names once the site has been chosen and 
approved, and, of course, resident participation in the study would be 
strictly voluntary with confidentiality assured. 


We would welcome any information or assistance as to how to proceed with 
our request for your participation in the study. The Social Planning and 
Research Council looks forward to hearing from you. 


Yours sincerely, 


Research Coordinator, 
Social Housing Impact Study 
A United Way Member Agency 


aK 

i.e, PA Sa\ 

Uren BATS 
Mi VA 


5 


; 


5) 


= 
# 


got i 
Ney 


: is ~~ 


ae 
~ 


¥ 


Y 

er 
’ 
Ye 


‘i 


. 


Hy 
Af 


%ra Y 
e 
5 
fy 
ry 


ih 


». ag > = 
Page a _ cat > “aa ee an 
—4 a, oe a a « wr —s OF ge ee —— Je 
* pe oon on os etl ie et Me Oe oe gg ne hl he Sly 
~ a : ~ ie : . - - a“ — a ~ a 
Rie pn LS pp re mh PO Le Pl 
rs “ SS fon! Le BP Pind - e en oO a ” ~ i 
eg a ee eae ee ae a = oe ee Am aa - 7 
J Se a ge ie é — a . ~ite 2 ~ a 2 iad = - 
p= tay, i hee Oe ee een” ee calle Me Pa yy =. — mr afer cael - aa 
Ee ae sO <r flim ee en - mo we 7 — ie : pio aes , “ 2 a ~ 
a i = Pn Mi — ~J nn eS a nal otal a r_ wa —s ~ - a ~ 
Tie ee ee * a teeta bd ae a ~~ / - a . So = az a 
ee ee ew la tee pet - ™. Sa "Se 7, - Kp Pt Fenn sg a o Le 
a Oe ge ap oi pan + al ~ oe — o . al —_ Ss ae ply S , - — . 
a = ae “ fom Fe en ti i Wa val aii _ - - - _—_— ee a : ani ie — - . 
-— = A - y F 3 Pa i a sl . 7 a e S ., ‘ins a at 
ws, — -iprt = a ae ~ ee ee ee aiden = _ e “ y Se i — vs - - —~ Ba 
: 4 . aes io ~ —_< we . , cS > nal ee a , Sr _ = ~ 
ae aed ; “4s a, — < aa ~ om a ed Pea 
e_* - , , mt Pa ° o et” at _ . sale 
ry lt — tn “ se Sie * ial of —aar - ~ 
2 , a ae y 2 - : , 
en ~ oT ~ ~~ « 4 . a, ae ~- a gt el 
Ps - r —a - —< se nt J 4 - J 
” . oe > — = 
- er => — - - _ 
> bo 5m . a a -- _ - ~ .- 
a - . ; \ 
~ oo geet a ee . ea ax ee, ~ =~ 
gO i _ - Mg oat = 
o «— ua . - ~~ , _* - ~ 
. - _ a. ~ — 
o~ - %, ~ es An - = . 
? ~ ~ Oe 
‘3 - — 
7 = . 
onal i 
. 


